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ABSTRACT PAGE
Bermuda's 18th century economy was wholly dependant on the sea  and trade with the Americas 
and the Caribbean. Bermudians sailed the world over, trading, privateering, smuggling, and 
wrecking making the island wealthy in the process. While many have been content to study the 
economic impact of Bermudian m erchants and privateers, few have studied the island's 
shipbuilders who created the small fast vessels that were the backbone of the island's economy. 
To truly understand the development of 18th century Bermuda this industry must be examined 
and understood. This paper hypothesizes the topographical criteria Bermuda shipbuilders used 
when deciding where to place a shipyard. The hypothetical criteria were com pared against 
ground survey results and historical research to arrive at a se t of criteria that could identify areas 
where shipbuilding likely occurred. These criteria were then used to locate the archaeological 
remains of several Bermudian shipyards. In the sum m er of 2010 a survey of shipyards was 
conducted identifying several 18th century shipyards. The analysis of these sites provides insight 
into how the islands shipyards were place on the terrain, organized and used.
Table of Contents
Table of Figures__________________________________________________________ ii
Introduction_____________________________________________________________  1
Historical Context for the Development of a Bermudian Shipbuilding Industry______4
Eighteenth Century shipbuilding____________________________________________ 6
British/Colonial American shipyards________________________________________ 6
Hypothesizing the Criteria Bermudian Shipwrights used to Determine the Location 
of their Yard ___________________________________________________________  14
Topographic Criteria_____________________________________________________15
Ecological vs. Economic criteria for shipyard placement_______________________ 19
Hypothesizing the Archaeological Signature of a Bermudian Shipyard__________ 22
Shipyard associated features and their formation processes_____________________ 24
Shipbuilding associated artifacts___________________________________________ 28
Archaeological Survey Results testing the hypothesis_________________________ 31
Shipyards______________________________________________________________ 32
Tynes Bay Shipyard__________________________________________________ 33
The Outerbridge-McCallan Shipyard_____________________________________44
Righton Outerbridge Shipyard__________________________________________ 51
Shark Hole Shipyard__________________________________________________ 53
Data Interpretation______________________________________________________ 61
Refuted Ideas 62
Conclusions 66
Appendices______________________________________________________________ 74
Appendix A -___________________________________________________________74
Appendix B ____________________________________________________________95
Appendix C -  Property reconstruction of Devonshire Parish from late 18th to early 
19th centuries 100
Bibliography___________________________________________________________ 103
Primary Documents____________________________________________________ 103
Secondary Sources____________________________________________________ 106
Table of Figures
Figure 1 - A cross section of a British Royal Naval Slipway cut into a riverbank. The 
vertical posts are for scaffolding. The keel blocks run down the middle of the slipway 
providing an elevated foundation for the keel (James Dodds, 1984, p. 60)......................... 7
Figure 2 - Cross section of the keel of a ship on a slipway (James Dodds, 1984, p. 60-61).
...................................................................................................................................................9
Figure 3 - An artist's rendering of a British warship under construction. Notice the 
angled supports, the scaffolding and the cradle for launching (James Dodds, 1984, p. 106- 
107)..........................................................................................................................................10
Figure 4 - Rendering of a British Warship being launched. Notice the cradle and track 
system being employed in conjunction with the block and tackle (James Dodds, 1984, p. 
110-111) 10
Figure 5 - A chart detailing the breakdown of 18th century shipbuilders by parish..........19
Figure 6 - Proposed organizational layout of a Bermudian shipyard................................. 31
Figure 7 - A map detailing the geographic placement of the Tynes Bay shipyard..........34
Figure 8 - View of the Tynes Bay slipway from the water at high tide............................. 36
Figure 9 -  Aerial view of the Tynes Bay Shipyard detailing the locations of posts, 
slipways and features............................................................................................................. 39
Figure 10 - A 3-D map of the Tynes Bay shipyard showing locations of posts and features 
as well as providing a view of the topographic contour elevation relative to sea level.... 39
Figure 11 -  A 3-D rendering of a 40 ton sloop on the stocks on the slipway at the Tynes 
Bay shipyard. The sloop’s keel is resting on keel blocks and being kept vertical by 
leaning posts. The posts shown were likely part of scaffolding for the upper reaches of 
the vessel (Chapman, 2006).................................................................................................. 40
Figure 12 - The winch and rails discovered at the Tynes Bay yard. Both the winch and 
the rails have been displaced from their original positions.................................................43
Figure 13 - The winch at Flatts Village, c. 1902, and its accompanying cradle and rails, 
derelict but still visible.......................................................................................................... 43
Figure 14 - A map detailing the geographic location of the Outerbridge-McCallan 
shipyard.................................................................................................................................. 44
Figure 15 - An aerial photograph of the Outerbridge-McCallan shipyard detailing the 
locations of slipways and land usage and disturbances.......................................................47
Figure 16 - A view of Slipways #2 & #3 at the Outerbridge-McCallan Shipyards showing 
the inland portions of the slipways buried beneath a mountain of dirt and rubble that had 
formerly been a sea wall and a graded yard until a hurricane destroyed the wall. While 
much of the back portions of the yard undoubtedly remain buried beneath this debris, 
excavating was not a timely option. Thus only slipway #1 was mapped, as most of it, 
except for the upper portion of the slip which was truncated by a later dock, remained 
clearly visible......................................................................................................................... 47
Figure 17 -  An aerial plan view drawing of the features of Slipway 1 at the Outerbridge- 
McCallan shipyard. Sleeper beams have been rendered where a series of square cuts in 
the side of the slipway indicated their presence. Also visible are the rows of primarily cut 
square post holes which would have held the support beams that supported the vessel 
while under construction....................................................................................................... 48
Figure 18 - Outerbridge-McCallan Shipyard side view with a rendered 3-D model of the 
HMS Dasher built at this yard for the Royal Navy in 1796-7 (Bermuda Maritime 
Museum, Box 48). Notice the supports bracing the keel of the vessel. While the full 
extent of the yard could not be mapped due to ground disturbance, further inland similar 
features as those recorded are to be expected. Curiously several deep square post holes 
were found in the middle of the slipway indicating that they held sturdy vertical posts 
(Vertical posts rendered above). While their specific purpose is unknown, it can be 
surmised that they were intended to bear great weight indicating that they were either part 
of a hoist system for lifting ribs into place, or were there to give extra support to the 
vessel in its middle to prevent the keel from sagging (Chappelle, 1941) [Plan of the 
Dasher courtesy of the National Museum of Bermuda’s Archives]...................................49
Figure 19 - View of slipway #1 at the Outerbridge-McCallan shipyard looking downhill 
toward Bailey's Bay. The middle slipway is clearly visible as are numerous postholes. 50
Figure 20 - PWD 105/12 - Rankin family land, depicting the land of Righton
Outerbridge, Shipwright, in brown (top left comer)............................................................51
Figure 21 - A map detailing the geographic location of the Righton Outerbridge shipyard. 
.................................................................................................................................................51
Figure 22 -  A view of the Righton Outerbridge Yard at Radnor Point from the water side 
by Shelly Bay. Notice the slipway depression, but the absence of visible postholes 53
Figure 23 - A map detailing the geographic location of the Shark Hole shipyard 53
Figure 24 - Harrington Sound in the Afternoon by Thomas Driver c. 1816 (Original in 
Bermuda Archives, this picture taken by the author from a museum display at Verdmont 
House Museum in Smith’s Parish, Bermuda)...................................................................... 54
Figure 25 -  A view of the overgrown shipyard at Shark Hole. The picture is taken from 
the same vantage point as Thomas Driver’s 1816 print. (See Figure 24)..........................56
Figure 26 - A plan view map of the features located at the Shark Hole shipyard 57
Figure 27 - BDA Archives: Colonial Surveyor - PWD 107/16 (c. 1837) Division of land 
of John C. Hill and Benjamin S. Williams. Land shows two building locations, one just 
near our point labeled “old yard”, and one “Building place” slip claimed by Nathaniel 
Tynes. Now since this document dates to 1837, the Nathaniel Tynes in question would 
be the son of the famed shipbuilder who deceased in 1807. However, the location of the 
“old yard” is fairly close to the yard dubbed the Tynes Bay shipyard in the preceding 
document. While it is possible that Nathaniel Tynes had another yard or that the 
surveyed yard predates him entirely, no evidence of a secondary yard in this area was 
found. If such a yard existed it has long since been built upon and quarried away as well. 
.................................................................................................................................................96
Figure 28 - PWD 107/1 Nathaniel Tynes Land c. 1780 (this is likely the land of Nathaniel 
Tynes, builder of the Driver. He was the younger brother of William Tynes and this
property is located to the East of the Tynes Bay shipyard in Devonshire parish...............97
Figure 29 - PWD 107/10 Richard Gilbert Dill and William C. Tynes, c. 1825. This map 
clearly shows a building place in the location of the Tynes Bay yard. Thus, at least by 
1825, there was shipbuilding occurring there. However, this map clearly shows a 
substantial bay as well, which contradicts the idea that a large portion of the slipway was 
actively quarried away and thus demonstrating that this yard was not used by Nathaniel 
Tynes to build the Driver. The size of this yard and its limited space, suggests that the 
vessels built here were no larger than 60 tons, ruling it out as the Nathaniel Tynes yard 
that built the Driver. However, this acknowledgement lends further credence to the 
rendering of the yard with a smaller vessel which would have been typical of those built 
by William and Richard Witter Tynes..................................................................................98
Figure 30 - A 3-D rendering of the Tynes Bay Shipyard with a scale model of the Driver 
(c. 1796) inserted on the slipway. Notice how much of the vessel is hanging in empty 
space, suggesting that even with some quarrying occurring at the site, the yard would be 
far too small to have produced a vessel of this size........................................................... 100
1Introduction
The history of the island of Bermuda has been chronicled since its earliest 
inception by prominent citizens and adventurers like Robert Rich, John Smith, and 
Richard Norwood. This known history of the island has been further enriched by the 
voluminous records of the colonial governors and numerous treatises written by 
historians like Jarvis (1990, 1992, 1998, 2002), Wilkinson (1950) and Bernhard (1999). 
These volumes repeat over and over how important shipbuilding was to the island of 
Bermuda, the role of slaves in the process, and the accomplishments of the countless 
seafarers that sailed Bermuda-built craft (Wilkinson, 1950; Lefroy, 1932; Bernhard, 
1999; Jarvis, 1990, 1992, 1996, 2002; Outerbridge, 1975). However, for an island that 
has been the subject of so much historical scholarship, the rich archaeological wealth of 
the island has been woefully underexplored. The National Museum of Bermuda and the 
Bermuda National Trust have excavated a few examples of domestic sites such as 
Verdmont, Hill House, Tucker House, military sites/forts (Harris, 1997), and have 
surveyed many of the island’s shipwrecks (Watts, 1993). But the archaeological 
resources associated with the island’s shipbuilding industry have received little to no 
research attention. Shipbuilding was the island’s primary 18th century industry, 
producing vessels like the Bermuda sloop which enabled Bermudians to dominate 
Atlantic shipping and mercantile commerce during that period (Jarvis, 1990, 1992, 1998, 
2002). Bermudian shipbuilders created and maintained Bermuda’s mercantile fleet, the 
backbone of the thriving 18th century maritime economy, and therefore their industry 
should be a high priority for archaeological study, as knowledge of these sites of
2production are crucial to the understanding of the economic and social growth of the 
island.
One of Bermuda’s greatest contributions to the maritime world was the Bermuda 
sloop. It was a small, fast, mercantile vessel with a single cantered mast, and a hull that 
due to the unique properties of the Bermudian cedar of which it was built, was resistant to 
rot and impervious to the Toredo worm that plagued other ships of the period (Jarvis, 
1990; Chapelle, 1967; Jones, 2004). Historical data compiled about the Bermuda sloop 
and the men who sailed them emphasizes this unique ship’s role in trade and commerce 
and talks about its physical characteristics. Researchers have attempted to characterize 
what a Bermuda sloop looked like. Debates continue about the origin or inspiration of 
the design and what separated it from other period sloops, however, it is agreed that the 
Bermuda sloop was a vernacular construction, built without formal plans (Jarvis, 1990, 
1992, 1998, 2002; Evans, 2007; Chapelle, 1967). A cursory glance through the Naval 
Office list for Bermuda revealed that up until the 1750’s, when the records stop, over 
95% of the vessels produced on the island were sloops, making the vessel obviously of 
great importance to Bermuda’s maritime economy (Bermuda Naval Office Lists, CO 
41/6-7). While the role of the sloop in trade and commerce has been explored by 
historians like Michael Jarvis, where and how they were constructed has been largely 
overlooked. What was required to construct such a vessel? Was there a standard 
construction methodology or tradition centered on a standard shipyard plan used by 
shipwrights across the island, or did methods and yard layouts vary from shipwright to 
shipwright? As the documentary record is virtually silent about the construction of 
mercantile vessels, archaeological interpretation of Bermudian shipbuilding is the best
3option to answer these questions and set the stage for research into the impact of this 
industry on the development of Bermudian society.
The first step to understanding the Bermudian shipbuilding industry, and the 
primary focus of this paper, is to hypothesize what a shipbuilding yard might have looked 
like by utilizing information from period accounts, wills, inventories, and analogous 
archaeological surveys. An archaeological model of a Bermudian shipyard will be 
hypothesized based on the activities, spatial layout, and ecological factors thought most 
likely to have been relevant to Bermudian shipwrights in the sighting, construction, and 
use of their sites of production. This hypothesized model will center on how the 
activities and structures thought to be part of a shipbuilding yard (based on comparative 
examples and documentary sources) might manifest archaeologically as features and 
artifact scatters. The hypothesized model will then be compared to the actual spatial 
layout and organization of several 18th and early 19th century shipyards so as to determine 
the validity or invalidity of the hypothesized layout.
The goal of this paper is to determine how Bermudian shipwrights chose to 
organize their shipyards and their activities. To do so requires answering the following 
questions: Did Bermudian shipwrights conform to a common strategy transplanted from 
the old world? How did they adapt their Old World knowledge to address the challenges 
of Bermuda’s topography and geography, and how did these concerns affect the choice of 
shipyard location? What role did individual agency play in the construction and 
utilization of shipyards on Bermuda? By answering these questions, we can determine 
how to identify the remains of Bermuda’s shipbuilding infrastructure and determine if it 
is possible to define a specific layout that characterizes the traditional Bermuda shipyard.
4The hope is that this research will provide Bermudians with the tools to identify, study, 
and preserve the material remnants of one of the most important industries in the island’s 
history. It is the purpose of this project to create just such a resource.
Historical Context for the Development o f a Bermudian Shipbuilding 
Industry
The practice of shipbuilding is an ancient human endeavor. While obviously 
changes in vessel form and construction techniques have occurred over the millennia, the 
basic process and requirements have remained consistent. The complexity of ship 
construction has transformed with time from the use of simple dugout canoes and rafts 
used to traverse lakes, rivers and coastal regions for commerce and subsistence, to the 
more complex sailing vessels of the age of exploration which enabled Europeans to 
attempt transoceanic voyages. It is the latter that were the immediate predecessors of the 
Bermuda sloop, and it was their construction methodologies that were most familiar to 
Bermudian colonists. Our discussion of shipbuilding will limit itself to those areas and 
examples that would have been a familiar frame of reference for Bermudian shipwrights 
as they developed and established a shipbuilding trade in the colony. Initially, the 
colonist’s maritime trade was conducted via Somers Island Company, which owned ships 
built in Britain. These ships carried the early colonist’s tobacco cash crop to England and 
in return brought back English manufactured goods (Jarvis, 1990, 1998). Historian 
Michael Jarvis demonstrates that while the tobacco horticulture economy on Bermuda 
initially flourished, the eventual success of that same industry in Virginia made tobacco 
farming a nonviable economic model for the island (1998). The colonists, rather than 
suffer economic ruin by subscribing to a company mandate of tobacco production, began
5provisioning transatlantic vessels and participating in the fledgling British Atlantic world. 
After an intense period of debate between Bermuda colonists and the Somers Island 
Company, the colonists of Bermuda were eventually successful in their petition to 
dissolve the company and become a crown colony, a status they achieved in 1684 (Jarvis, 
1990, 1998; Leffoy, 1932; Wilkinson, 1958, 1973). As Bermudians had already 
established trade connections with other British colonies via the provisioning trade, the 
next step was for the island to transition to a maritime economy, a transition that Michael 
Jarvis has chronicled in great detail in his book “In the Eye of All Trade” (Jarvis, 1992, p. 
54; Jarvis, 1998). Bermudians viewed transoceanic commerce as a means to better their 
economic situation; the island situated in the middle of the Atlantic was at the cross roads 
between the growing British American Empire in North America and the Caribbean and 
England (Jarvis, 1998). Therefore, many enterprising Bermudians abandoned agrarian 
subsistence farming, becoming merchants facilitating the flow of goods between colonies 
and to England, while others took to shipbuilding to supply the islands’ growing demand 
for merchant vessels (Jarvis, 1998).
Much speculation has been made about the origin of the Bermuda sloop, the 
vessel which was developed on the island and became the workhorse of the maritime 
economy. Some scholars argue that it emerged as a modified version of the Jamaica 
sloop, a small fast vessel that had been developed in the Caribbean and popularized by 
English privateers and pirates who used such vessels to plunder Spanish ships (Evans, 
2007). Others, like Jarvis, attribute the development of the Bermuda sloop to a Dutch 
shipwright, Jacob Jacobson, employed by Bermudian governor Nathaniel Butler to build 
a Dutch type of coastal sailing vessel (Jarvis, 1990, 1992; Hallet, 2005, p. 14, 33).
6Likely, the truth of the vessel’s origin lies somewhere in the grey area between these two 
views; however, it is not the goal of this paper to determine which is most accurate. 
What can be ascertained is that the Bermuda sloop was constructed in a manner which 
indicates heavy British and Continental European influence. Thus if the ship is 
recognizable in structure to other European sailing vessels of the time, then it is a 
justified leap to suggest that the manner of the vessel’s construction and the tools used in 
building it would have also been inspired by (if not directly mimicked) the techniques 
and tools utilized by British and European shipwrights of the day as that was their frame 
of reference. Until the fall of the Sommer’s Island Company in 1684, the only vessels 
constructed on the island were small fishing boats and the occasional West Indies vessel 
for Company use (Jarvis, 1990, 1992). Seventeenth century Bermuda shipwrights 
therefore built British style sailing vessels using traditional British techniques because 
they were working at the behest of the Company in London (Jarvis, 1990, 1992). By the 
18th century, however, the type of vessel produced on the island had radically changed as 
had the economic engine of the island, shifting from agriculture to trade (Jarvis, 1990, 
1992, 1998). Did a change in ship construction technique and yard layout accompany 
this shift in vessel production? By familiarizing ourselves with British/Colonial American 
standard shipbuilding practices and site layouts, we can create a list of site traits that 
should enable us to identify shipyards. Once identified, we can compare Bermudian 
shipyards to their contemporaries and gauge the degree to which Bermudian yards were 
adaptive or aberrant in the British Atlantic World.
Eighteenth Century shipbuilding
British/Colonial American shipyards
7The way of sighting a shipyard in Britain and Colonial America was virtually the 
same. By looking at the characteristics these sites had in common with one another, we 
can identify the topographic and environmental factors that Colonial shipwrights (and 
thus presumably Bermudian shipwrights) would have considered when sighting their 
yards. As similarly organized yards tend to construct their vessels in a similar manner to 
other such yards, we can also hypothesize that congruent features in Bermudian yards and 
British/Colonial yards would have served the same purposes. Thus, some of the methods 
and observations about shipyards that have been made archaeologically elsewhere in the 
Atlantic World should be applicable to Bermuda shipyards as well.
Figure 1 -  A cross section o f  a British Royal Naval Slipway cut into a riverbank. The vertical posts are for 
scaffolding. The keel blocks run down the middle o f  the slipway providing an elevated foundation for the keel (James 
Dodds, 1984, p. 60).
8British and Colonial North American shipwrights tended to situate their 
construction yards along bends in rivers where water was slow and deep (Pitt, Goodbum 
et. al, 2003; Morby, 2000 ; Adams, 1994; Goldberg, 1976; Dodds, 1984; Kelso, 1971; 
Morris, 2000). They would grade the banks of the shore to between 1 2 - 1 5  degrees 
creating slipways, flat work surfaces upon which a ship could be constructed and then 
ultimately launched (Dodds, 1984). The declivity of the slipway decreases as the weight 
and size of the vessels increase so as to insure that a vessel does not launch itself 
prematurely under the influence of gravity (Chapelle, 1941, p. 184). The placement of 
shipyards upriver was done in part to protect the yard from storm surges that would batter 
the coast. By locating inland, the impact of the weather and waves upon the shipyard was 
drastically reduced. The slipway was cut down into the earth leaving walls on either side 
upon which scaffolding was built (Dodds, 1984). Timber posts were erected on either 
side of the vessel under construction, and scaffolding was laid upon it, moving up the 
posts as the height of the vessel grew (Dodds, 1984; Chapelle, 1941; Stammers, 1999)1. 
The floor of the slipway was hard-packed and large wooden timbers, called sleepers, 
were placed at regular intervals along the slipway, providing a solid foundation and a 
place to attach supporting beams (Chapelle, 1941).2 The keel of the vessel was placed on 
raised blocks keeping the keel off the slipway (Dodds, 1984; Chapelle, 1941). These 
keel blocks were usually set on top of and attached to the underlying sleepers to ensure 
that they remained completely stationary during the vessel’s construction (Chapelle,
1 “Most yards had a series of vertical posts around each slipway from which scaffolding could be 
supported. This, again, might be traced today as a series of post holes.” (Stammers, 1999, p. 260)
2 “.. .heavy oak sleepers, somewhat longer than the beam of the boar if possible, are laid on the ground.
They are spaced about 6 feet apart and are laid at right angles to a center line representing the keel of the 
boat. Usually the ground is prepared for the sleepers by leveling and sloping at the angle required for 
launching.” (Chapelle, 1941)
91941; Stammers, 1999). Small angled supports, called shores, kept the vessel from 
tipping laterally while larger supports, at the stem and bow, maintained the bow curve 
and kept the transom in place and plumb (Chapelle, 1941). The ribs of the ship were then 
put into place starting in the middle and working toward either end (Chapelle, 1941). 
Once the ribs and frame were in place, the vessel was planked, caulked, sealed and then 
launched (Dodds, 1984). The vessel was typically launched transom (stem) first. On 
larger vessels, a temporary cradle and wooden tracks were laid to ensure that the vessel 
did not tip during the launch (Dodds, 1984).
Figure 2 -  Cross section o f  the keel o f  a ship on a slipway (James Dodds, 1984, p. 60-61).
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Figure 3 -  An artist's rendering o f  a British warship under construction. Notice the angled supports, the scaffolding 
and the cradle for launching (James Dodds, 1984, p. 106-107).
Figure 4 -  Rendering o f  a British Warship being launched. Notice the cradle and track system being employed in 
conjunction with the block and tackle (James Dodds, 1984, p. 110-111).
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Much of the aforesaid information on shipbuilding is taken from Royal Naval 
sources. Of the historians who have dared to delve into the actual process and operation
tli •of 18 century mercantile shipyards, nearly all emphasize that they were extremely 
ephemeral, requiring few structures to operate, if any were needed at all (Goldberg, 1976; 
Stammers, 1999). For such an important industry the lack of a permanent infrastructure 
may seem odd, but we must think of a shipyard like a temporary structure. In most cases 
the shipyard infrastructure only existed while a ship was under construction. The 
scaffolding on a shipyard, just like that of the scaffolding of a building, is there to help 
the workers as the structure takes shape, but it is not part of the final product and thus 
evidence of its existence is hard to find. The supports and scaffolding that enabled the 
building of the vessel had to be taken down once the construction was complete in order 
to facilitate its launch. Throughout the building and demolishing episodes on a ship 
construction site, the only real constant was its physical geographic location. Slipways 
define the physical location of a shipyard. They were constructed to be used again and 
again, and as a result have produced a more substantial archaeological signature. In 
Britain and North America, slipways were built of compacted earth upon which a level 
foundation of load bearing timbers was constructed (Dodds, 1984; Chapelle, 1941). It 
was upon this flat, angled surface that all the temporary scaffolding and supports for the 
vessel were erected as the vessel took shape. After the launch of the completed vessel, 
when all the scaffolding and supports had been taken down, the slipway remained to be 
used again. In British and North American shipyards, a slipway remained useful so long 
as the wooden sleepers were intact enough to hold the weight of the next vessel’s
12
construction. The slipway then is really the only conclusive archaeological indicator of 
the presence of a shipyard.
Other archaeological features are apt to be found in association with an identified 
colonial shipyard. The material remains of other shipbuilding related activities and 
structures, while not essential to identifying a shipbuilding site, can provide insight into 
the yard’s layout and operation if discovered. However, such archaeological signatures 
alone cannot be considered definite indicators of the presence of a shipyard because the 
activities they are associated with were not limited strictly to shipbuilding. It is only in 
the context of their association with an identified slipway that their existence becomes 
relevant. For instance, a blacksmith shop found near a slipway can be considered related 
to shipbuilding, as can a saw pit, or timber shed. All of these could have been used at a 
shipyard, but are not in and of themselves evidence of shipbuilding. A blacksmith’s shop 
inland on top of a mountain likely has little to do with shipbuilding. It is the proximity of 
the feature to the slipway, the shipyard’s core, which makes it relevant to this study. 
Another such feature that might be associated with a colonial shipyard is a lumber shed. 
While it would probably only manifest as a series of post holes, its presence or the 
remains of such a structure could tell us about the resource acquisition habits of the 
individual shipwright. For instance, while many Naval shipyards employed wood 
seasoning sheds to house green timber until it had seasoned and was ready for use, it is 
unlikely that a mercantile shipwright would go to the expense of building such seasoning 
facilities himself if he had ready access to suitable seasoned lumber that he could 
purchase as it was needed (Dodds, 1984). Also, a shipwright could buy nails rather than 
fashion them himself, negating the need for an onsite blacksmith shop. And certainly all
13
shipwrights employed saws to shape their lumber, but would they have bothered to dig a 
saw pit? Digging a saw pit requites a substantial investment in labor and even more labor 
to periodically clear it out to keep it functional. Furthermore, if the water table is high, as 
it is likely to be in proximity to a large body of water, such a pit might fill with seep 
water rendering it unusable. These types of concerns or considerations may have 
prompted some shipwrights to opt for the use of large saw horses and scaffolding in place 
of saw pits, which due to their impermanence would leave little archaeological trace. If 
general carpentry tools like saws, adz, axes, hammers, chisels and drills are found near a 
slipway, the likelihood that shipbuilding took place there is promising. If caulking irons, 
reeming irons, mallets, and jerry irons are present, the slipway was the center of ship 
construction as they have no use outside a maritime construction context (Adams, 1994; 
Pitt, Goodbum et. al, 2003; Brack, 2008; Dodds, 1984, p. 45). Discovery of tools in 
association with a slipway can provide evidence as to activity areas within the shipyard. 
These types of features and artifacts have the ability to enhance an informational study of 
a potential shipyard. Their presence or absence can tell us a great deal about the 
decisions that a shipwright had to make designing and operating their shipyard.
A smattering of 18th century shipyards have been studied in different comers of 
the British Atlantic world, all using creative research methodologies to tease out 
information from sites that contain little in the way of artifactual data. The 
archaeological identification of shipyard sites, and eventually the specific activity areas 
they contain have been successful largely through the use of documentary records like 
maps and the use of ground penetrating radar, metal detectors & magnetometers (Adams, 
1994; Morris, 2000; Harris & Rust, 2004; Morby, 2000). These techniques have been
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successfully used at the Pritchard Shipyard in South Carolina to identify activity areas 
within a shipyard complex (Harris and Rust 2004; Morris, 2000). Extant remains of the 
timber footing of a slipway at Buckler’s Hard, and the West India Dock in England give 
clues to how the scaffolding was arranged and utilized to brace ships during their 
construction (Adams, 1994; Pitt, Goodbum et. al, 2003). The challenge of the researcher 
for this project was to try to achieve comparable results in Bermuda where the locations 
and topography were drastically different.
Hypothesizing the Criteria Bermudian Shipwrights used to 
Determine the Location of their Yard
At the outset of this project, it became clear that new strategies would be needed 
to locate and understand Bermuda’s 18th century shipyards. Many of the successful 
techniques like magnetometer surveys, metal detectors, and ground-penetrating radar 
were rendered useless by the absence of soil at the locations where Bermudian 
shipbuilding occurred. Even topographic criteria, as outlined above, could not be directly 
applied as Bermuda has no rivers, is in the middle of the ocean surrounded by the sea, has 
a limited supply of timber, and is subject to (high) surf and storms. Ultimately, the 
factors considered while trying to identify areas of high probability for shipbuilding in 
Bermuda came down to three categories: island adapted topographic criteria for sighting 
shipyards, the island’s socioeconomic climate, and resource availability. The 
applicability of these criteria were then determined by comparing them to the 
documentary record, particularly what information could be gleaned about the land 
owned by Bermudian shipwrights during the 18th and early 19th centuries.
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Topographic Criteria
Documentary sources tell us that shipbuilding was the island’s principle industry 
during the 18th century. However, nothing is said about how they managed to cope with 
having to build directly on the coast. The main reason that British and North American 
shipyards were traditionally situated on rivers is because of the deep water, shallow grade 
and protection from storms (Ford, 2007). A statistical analysis of Maryland shipyards 
conducted by Ford in 2007 showed that only 16% of shipyards surveyed were found 
along bays, the remaining 84% preferring to situate upstream to avoid the deleterious 
effects of storms and waves (Ford, 2007). Presumably, these same site characteristics 
were sought by Bermudian shipbuilders as well; however, they had no rivers for shelter, 
only exposed coastline. As protection from the elements in the traditional manner was 
impossible due to the island’s geography, Bermudian shipwrights likely concerned 
themselves with locating areas with the appropriate grade of the land adjacent to the 
water, sufficient depth of adjacent water, low water turbidity, and access to a passable 
channel. Depth of the adjacent water would have been a paramount concern as there is 
no point to launching a vessel into water that is too shallow. The adjacent body of water 
should also be calm enough so as to prevent a newly launched ship from being dashed 
upon the rocks. The grade of the land is important because you need some slope to help 
launch a completed vessel, but not so much that it starts to slide into the water of its own 
accord during construction. Much of the soft limestone of Bermuda’s South shore is 
steep and rocky because it has borne the brunt of the island’s storm surges for millennia, 
eroding into spectacular cliffs and rock formations. Such land is therefore too steep to 
launch a ship and is hazardously rocky as well. Properties on the North shore of the
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island in Devonshire, Smiths, and Hamilton are reasonably protected from southern storm 
surges by the mainland and thus have suffered less erosion, boast a mild grade, and deep, 
sheltered coves and bays. Ideal locations were places like Harrington Sound which were 
ringed by land which offered protection from rough weather, but were deep and still had 
access to the sea.
A further topographic consideration is the quality of the ground surface necessary 
to bear the weight of a vessel under construction. Traditional British/American shipyards 
have a slipway foundation of timber and hard packed earth. Areas of loose soils and sand 
were usually avoided, being too unstable and dynamic to support the weight of a vessel 
without shifting. Anyone who has tried to run on the beach will realize that it is a less 
than ideal footing as it moves easily and can compromise the integrity of the thing (in the 
analogy the person) standing on it. Thus the South shore with its plethora of sandy 
beaches and relentless breakers again seems ill fitted for ship construction, during which 
the vessel components must be propped up and remain stationary until they can be joined 
into a cohesive whole that will support its own weight. The North shore, given its calmer 
currents, experiences less erosion and thus has less sand; limestone meets water with little 
or no sandy buffer. Conventional shipyards required timber lined slipways to act as a 
foundation and bear the weight of the ship under construction. These slipways would be 
constructed so as to jut out into or abut deep water to facilitate an easier launching 
(Dodds, 1984). Bermuda’s limestone bedrock coast likely negated the need for such 
infrastructure as a natural bedrock foundation could easily support the weight of a vessel 
under construction and often abutted deep water.
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Thus we have established our first two hypothetical criteria fo r  modeling a 
Bermudian shipyard: (1) proximity to a sheltered body o f water with calm waters and 
sufficient depth to launch and navigate, (2) a parcel o f land o f a shallow grade with a 
limestone bedrock subsurface capable o f supporting the vessel under construction. By 
applying these criteria we are able to identify locations more likely to have been utilized 
by shipbuilders upon the island while excluding other low probability areas along the 
South shore from further consideration.
Determining what properties shipwrights owned during the 18th century, and if 
they did indeed have our proposed criteria in common, seemed to be the best way to 
ascertain the validity of the proposed topographic criteria for shipbuilding on Bermuda. 
Research methodology followed the example of Ford who conducted a survey of 
shipyards in Maryland for which primary documentary sources were utilized to identify 
the locations of shipyards (Ford, 2007). What was needed to conduct a similar survey in 
Bermuda was a list of the identities and property locations of as many 18th century 
Bermudian shipwrights as could be assembled. Thankfully, the Bermuda National Trust 
possessed the beginnings of just such a list which had been compiled by looking at wills, 
deeds and inventories.3 A further search of records including parish vestries, court of 
assizes records, further deeds, bills, bonds, colonial records, inventories, family 
genealogies, historic newspapers and secondary sources led to the creation of a 
comprehensive list showing the majority of the shipwrights who worked on Bermuda in 
the 18th and early 19th centuries and in most cases information about where they practiced
3 Credit must be given to Margaret Lloyd and the Bermuda National Trust for providing a basic 
lists of Bermudian shipwrights upon which the author was able to build. Were it not for their 
assistance and constant patience, such a research effort would have taken considerably longer and 
would have likely been less complete. The following list is the product of our joint effort.
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their craft geographically on the island. (This research also helped identify several site 
locations with accuracy so that they could later be used to ground truth test a hypothetical 
shipyard model.) Once compiled, that data was examined, compared, and trends 
identified. (See Table 1)
Analysis of the shipyard list data reveals some interesting information about 
shipbuilding locations. This research demonstrates that shipwrights were not spread 
uniformly across the island, indicating that some localities were more desirable than 
others for the craft. By examining the density of shipwrights by parish, we see that much 
of the island’s shipbuilding was centered in the parishes of Devonshire, Hamilton and 
Smiths. It also appears that Paget, Southampton and Warwick were home to a moderate 
number of shipbuilders during the 18th century. This would seem to indicate that parishes 
on the east end of the island (Devonshire, Smiths, Hamilton) were best suited to housing 
shipbuilding facilities. However, such a conclusion ignores the temporal component of 
the data in Table 1. Analysis of the dates associated with the working lives of these 
shipbuilders shows that much of the shipbuilding on the island began in the West end in 
the early part of the 18th century. Then, around the 4th quarter of the 18th century the 
activity in Hamilton and the Eastern parishes increased. Hypotheses on why this 
occurred will be presented later, but range from socio-economic arguments to exhaustion 
of key resources on the West end. By taking the temporal data into account, we discover
• ththat the breakdown between the parishes changes somewhat for the early to mid 18 
century, becoming more or less even across the parishes with the exception of Pembroke 
and St. Georges. The question then becomes, what did these parishes have in common? 
This preliminary analysis shows that many of the parishes on the shipbuilder’s list
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contain topographic locations meeting the hypothesized criteria of a shallow grade and 
close proximity to sheltered/calm water sources. These findings lend credence to the 
hypothesized topographic criteria for situating a Bermudian shipyard. Several properties 
were identified and the property boundaries ascertained so that it could be observed 
conclusively that shipwrights owned parcels of land that meet the hypothesized 
topographic criteria. The idea that only the North shore was suitable for shipbuilding 
remained mostly unchallenged, with the exception of some identified outliers along the 
island’s South shore. Of these outliers located along the South shore, these sites were 
clustered around small protected coves like Harris’s bay in Devonshire/Smiths which 
feature a gentle grade and calm deep water. Thus, in general, the hypothesized 
topographic criteria proposed for Bermudian shipyards were verified by this documentary 
line of inquiry.
Sandys Wanwck —  Devonshire ■ ■  Smiths ■ ■  Hamilton
Southampton H I  Paget Pembroke H i  St. Georges S B  Ireland Island
Figure 5 -  A chart detailing the breakdown o f  18th century shipbuilders by parish.
Ecological vs. Economic criteria for shipyard placement
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Now, as previously mentioned there appears to have been a demographic shift in 
the areas exploited by shipbuilders in the late 18th century. The first hypothesis is that 
after the American Revolutionary War, the Crown took a new interest in Bermuda as it 
had once again become an important strategic resource for controlling Atlantic shipping. 
An increasing naval presence in St. Georges on the East end of the island occurred, and a 
new permanent naval headquarters was constructed in St. Georges (Bermuda National 
Trust, 1998). Thus for the later part of the eighteenth century, but prior to the 
establishment of the Dockyard Naval Complex (at Ireland Island in the West End in the 
1820’s), one of the greatest consumers of new vessels and vessel repairs was the British 
crown (Bermuda National Trust, 1999). As the centralized governmental power on the 
island was located in the east end at St. Georges during this period, and soon there after at 
nearby Hamilton City in Pembroke, perhaps the increase in the number of late 18th 
century shipyards on the East end of the island indicates an increase in the scale of the 
industry once the Royal Navy became a regular customer. Economically, it might have 
also been advantageous to locate closer to their potential customers as it might give them 
a leg up in competition for work.
The second hypothesis for the increase of shipbuilding in the East end is that the 
supply of lumber in the West end had been sufficiently exhausted in the early part of the 
18th century and that the shipbuilders relocated in order to be closer to their supply of 
timber. On the surface this seems reasonable; however, this argument is unconvincing 
for several reasons. Firstly, no Bermudian shipbuilder ever had ready access to all of the 
resources he needed to build ships. Key components like iron, pitch, tar, masts, spars, 
rigging and even pine decking was not readily available on the island but had to be
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imported from other colonies like Virginia and South Carolina (Bermuda Naval Office 
Lists, CO 41/6-7).4 Thus, if a shipbuilder was used to procuring outside resources to run 
his business it seems illogical to assume that he would relocate his operation just to be 
closer to a few cedar trees. It is far more likely that shipwrights would have had cedar 
lumber delivered to them just like any other building material they needed much as their 
contemporaries in Britain did (Stammers, 1999, p.258; Ford, 2007). Furthermore, it was 
often the responsibility of the merchant contracting the vessel’s construction to provide 
the needed raw materials to the shipwright (Jarvis, 1992, p. 52). If a merchant was 
supplying the wood, sighting a construction yard near lumber would be of little concern 
to the shipwright unless he was under contract to provide those materials (Jarvis, 1990, 
1992). Looking at Table 1 we see a variety of color coded families involved in the 
shipbuilding trade. If this model of following resources contained any truth we should 
see the later generations of that family migrating East as the supply of useable cedar 
diminishes. Instead we find that most multigenerational shipbuilding families remain 
more or less stationary throughout the 18th century which directly contradicts the 
ecological notion of following resources. Thirdly, there is no reference historically to a 
decrease in the availability of cedar trees upon the island either in the East or West end. 
We know that cedar was valued and was often auctioned off while still standing during 
estate sales, Crown land auctions, or church fundraisers (National Archives of Bermuda
Bermuda Naval Office Lists, CO 41/7:
May 3,1751 -  Schooner Relief, 40 tons, Master Benjamin Gilbert in from South Carolina. Cargo: 18 Barrels Rice, 6 
Barrels Pitch, 4 Barrels Turpentine, 4 Barrels Tar, 1 Hogshead Containing Plantation Refined Sugar, 153 pieces o f timber, 
6 casks of Com, 210 pine boards, 8 casks of lime juice, 11 masts.
May 18,1751 -  Schooner Diamond, 50 tons, Master Benjamin Jauncey in from Virginia. Cargo: 1500 Bushels Corn, 23 
Keels, 12 Spars.
May 20,1751 -  Sloop Recovery, 30 Tons, Master, Daniel Tatem in from Philadelphia. Cargo: 160 barrels of flour, 50 
barrels and 30 barrels of bread, 20 boxes of soap and candles, 6000 fee t o f boards, 2 tons iron.
May 27,1751 -  Sloop Isabella, 30 Tons, Master Edward Turner in from New Providence. Cargo: 800 f t  ships timber, 700 
f t  o f Madeira ship plank.
This is just a random sampling of one month’s import of timber, showing that a considerable amount of non-domestic 
timber and supplies were readily available to shipwrights on the island.
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Archives: St. Marks Vestries, Smiths Parish [Microform 724]).5 Shipbuilders and 
merchants alike speculated in timber futures, buying the timber rights to trees growing on 
land that they themselves did not own. This timber strategy also allowed shipwrights to 
operate on relatively small tracts of land. A shipwright therefore would have had little 
incentive to chase raw materials across the island when they could easily buy what they 
needed while it was still growing. Purchasing standing trees that could be cut when 
needed avoided the need to maintain and store lumber prior to its use. Thus, in this case, 
the concept of a shipbuilder following his resources fails to hold up to scrutiny, whereas 
the political/economic theory while still in need of verification seems much more 
plausible.
Hypothesizing the Archaeological Signature of a Bermudian 
Shipyard
Having provided a list of criteria for assessing the topography of the island for 
suitability of constructing a shipyard, we must now refocus our effort to determining how 
to identify such a site archaeologically if we run a cross an area that meets the criteria for 
a high probability location. One of the first questions that becomes important is 
determining what the role of the domestic dwellings played within the shipyard. Was the 
domestic dwelling part of the shipyard or a separate entity? In analyzing the Hurd Map 
from the late 18th century as well as property histories constructed for historic homes in 
Bermuda (as part of Bermuda’s architectural heritage project) we find that in several 
cases the shipwrights were living in homes that were completely inland and landlocked
5 National Archives o f Bermuda Microform Reel 724
July 1765 - Auction of Timber on the Church lands of St. Marks, Smiths Parish. *Trees were number and then purchased 
while still growing. You could buy the trees and cut them when you wished.* Example:
Francis Penniston Jr. -  Trees # 8 & 29, value £0.9.4.
Joseph Jennings Esq. -  Trees # 1,13,16,19, 23, 29, value £33.15.0
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(Hallet, 2002). This would suggest that there was no correlation between the domestic 
and production spheres. However, such property histories for shipwrights are few and far 
between; the vast majority of those that do exist only go back as far as the late 18th 
century. These shipwrights with inland homes also tended to belong to large familial 
networks of shipwrights. Such a trend in dwelling location can be explained by familial 
networking and economic survival strategy, wherein several members of a family living 
on separate properties worked cooperatively at a shipyard owned by one of the family 
members. The Outerbridge family in Hamilton parish is one such family which has at 
least two shipbuilding members living inland; however, they had relatives who owned 
more suitable property in Shelly Bay where they likely worked (see Table 1). This type 
of extended family assistance network has been well documented for Bermuda’s 
mercantile families (Trussell, 2007; Hamilton, 2003), so its extension into the 
shipbuilding realm is not without historical precedent (Jarvis, 1992).
Apart from a few isolated shipbuilders who lived inland, the majority of the 
identified shipbuilders in Table 1 live on properties that would have been suitable 
locations for shipbuilding. Analysis of shipwright probate inventories are quite revealing 
showing that in many cases tools associated with the trade were housed in the domestic 
dwelling itself. The probate of John Watkins, a shipwright of Devonshire parish, lists a 
wood ax and chain among the items in his cellar. This is intriguing all the more because 
there is a separate listing for his blacksmith shop which contains all manner of 
shipbuilding associated materials (National Archives of Bermuda, W8:377). The 
inventory of Benjamin Tynes, as shipwright of Paget parish, lists many shipbuilding 
associated tools in the inventory of his kitchen, including: saw set, hand saws, cross saw,
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augers, adz, a strand wheel and die tub, iron, wooden riggers, Cedar of Demerana Board, 
ladders, hatchet, hand plane, hammers, caulking irons, axes, and pick axes (Bermuda 
Archives, W9:168). In 18th century homes the term kitchen likely was used to refer to the 
room with the cooking hearth. This room would be one part of the cellar that ran the 
length of the home, most of which was used for storage, with the actual dwelling being 
on the second floor (Humphreys, 1923). The inventory of John Taylor, (Bermuda 
Archives, W8:395,396) a shipwright of Warwick parish, similarly lists shipbuilding tools 
like saws, chisels and axes in association with the kitchen materials inventoried. While 
these observations are far from conclusive, it does suggest that the domestic sphere was 
sometimes used as part of the shipyard at least for storage. In 2000, an initial phase I 
survey of the Prichard shipyard in South Carolina was conducted by Sarah Morby and 
then a subsequent phase II survey was undertaken in 2004 by SEARCH under the 
direction of Dr. Lynn Harris (Morby, 2000; Harris & Rust, 2004). This survey found that 
although the work area was located close to the water’s edge and the domestic house and 
quarters were to be found further back, the two areas utilized the same trash midden, 
suggesting that either there was no boundary between the domestic and the construction 
spheres, or that such boundaries were permeable (Morby, 2000; Harris & Rust, 2004). If 
such a pattern holds true in Bermuda, and there is ample documentary evidence to 
suggest that it will, we should find that construction areas are located within a marginal 
distance of the domestic dwelling, and that the domestic yard and the shipyard were one 
in the same for shipwrights.
Shipyard associated features and their formation processes
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While so far we have been able to establish criteria likely to have been used by 
shipwrights for selecting their shipyard locations and organizing their domestic and social 
space, we have yet to discuss the all important issue of how a shipyard may manifest in 
the archaeological record. In order to ensure that the archaeological remains of a 
Bermudian shipyard were properly identified, the impact of site formation processes and 
site reuse and abandonment were taken into account. Such a discussion necessitates an 
understanding of both the historical activities associated with the shipbuilding process as 
well as the site formation process that may affect how the material remains of those 
shipbuilding activities might manifest on the ground.
Bermudian shipbuilding in the eighteenth century was more or less a cottage 
industry. The ships were typically small, between 20-50 tons and were made entirely out 
of wood, iron, pitch, and in the later half of the century sheathed with copper (Dodds, 
1984; Stammers, 1999). According to Jarvis (1992, 1998, 1998) no formal plans were 
used in the construction of the sloops as they were built “by eye”. All that is really 
necessary to construct a vessel is the lumber and a suitable structure of leaning supports 
to hold the keel and ribs in place while the vessel is planked. This stable structure for 
building also serves as the boat ramp for sliding the vessel into the water once completed. 
In North America and Britain, where lumber was plentiful, such ramps were usually 
constructed of lumber lying upon compacted and graded earth (Adams, 1994; Dodds, 
1984). This tends to leave a very ephemeral trace, archaeologically. In Bermuda, 
however, while such practices may have occurred, there is evidence that some of these 
ramps were cut directly out of the limestone bedrock making them far more permanent 
and readily recognizable (Bermuda National Trust, 2002). The Bermuda Architectural
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Heritage series, in its book on Hamilton, contains a plate showing two such cut bedrock 
slipways visible from the air along the North shore road (Bermuda National Trust, 2002). 
These slipway features are a highly visible indicator of the presence of shipyards, 
although nothing has previously been done to systematically identify them. These 
slipways may not be the only visible evidence of past shipbuilding. Many homes in 
Bermuda that fall within the topographical criteria described in the previous section, have 
what appear to be modem concrete boat ramps. It is possible that many such boat ramps 
have utilized earlier slipways as their base and merely repurposed and refinished them to 
accommodate more modem vessels. Thus, one should be careful in dismissing a site as 
having no visible trace of a historic slipway if a modem ramp is present, as the later may 
simply have been laid on top of the former.
As was discussed in the previous section there are other activities associated with 
shipbuilding that could solidify the attribution of a shipyard if the antiquity of a slipway 
is in question. Saw pits are one such class of archaeological feature. In the eighteenth 
century, large beams and timbers were hand hewn and were also cut by hand. Large two 
man saws, pulled vertically up and down, were employed for cutting heavy timbers, often 
necessitating a pit for the bottom man to stand in while cutting (Dodds, 1984; Pitt, 
Goodbum et. al, 2003). This carpentry practice is well documented in North America. 
While it is possible that such a feature might not have been created, but instead 
scaffolding erected for this purpose, two factors suggest that such a saw pit is a more 
likely feature to encounter in Bermuda. Firstly, wood on the island was at a premium, and 
wasting imported wood to build temporary scaffolding would have been a poor financial 
decision. Bermudians began constructing their houses out of native limestone as the
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price of wood rose in the late 17th century, and in 1703, by law, in the town of St. 
Georges (Jarvis, 1992). After a pair of devastating hurricanes in 1712 and 1716 flattened 
most of the wooden structures on the island, the rest of the island switched to stone 
architecture as well (Jarvis, 2010, p.93). The stone blocks for these houses were usually 
quarried from local limestone available to the landowner on his or her property. As a 
result Bermuda is riddled with deep cut ditches or sawn cliff faces where building stone 
was extracted. During an excavation at the Perot house in Southampton in 2007, Dr. 
Timothy Trussell discovered one such quarry pit that had been turned into a trash pit for 
the demolition debris from an early 18th century home. It is not unreasonable therefore to 
propose that if such pits remained extant on a property, they would have been used as 
saw pits instead of building a costly impermanent structure to serve the same purpose. 
While at present no archaeological evidence supports this hypothesis, it will be one of the 
research goals for ground testing to determine if this interpretation is, in fact, supported 
by the archaeological record.
The second main feature type, that is apt to be diagnostic when found near a 
slipway, is a hearth feature or furnace where pitch and tar were heated prior to their 
application to the vessel as a sealant (Pitt, Goodbum et. al, 2003). Tar or pitch would be 
heated in an iron cauldron until viscous enough to be applied by brush to the vessel 
sealing the cracks between the wooden planks and making the vessel waterproof (Dodds, 
1984, p. 44, 110). Such a feature could be quite ephemeral, consisting of nothing more 
than stratagraphic deposits of charcoal within the depositional sequence.
It is entirely possible that a blacksmith shop might be found in association with a 
shipyard as iron was used to create nails, brackets, eyes, cleats and other ship
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accoutrements (Pitt, Goodbum et. al, 2003; Morris, 2000). Probate inventories like that 
of Jonathan Watkins, do list a blacksmith shop as one of the rooms inventoried, although 
it is the only probate thus far examined that has done so. If such a feature is located, it 
would likely manifest as a small covered building with a hearth constructed of either 
limestone block or imported brick. The floor of the structure will be defined by the high 
concentrations of charcoal in the soil which will be thickest near the hearth and taper out 
to thinner deposits at the wall at which point the charcoal deposits will abruptly cease 
(Trussell & Dworsky, Mylin Gun shop, 2005).
Shipbuilding associated artifacts
Shipbuilding utilized a variety of tools and material culture within the process of 
constructing a vessel. The primary question to consider is which of those artifacts are 
likely to survive in the depositional environment and remain as part of the archaeological 
record? Obviously any type of carpentry and woodworking generates sawdust and wood 
scraps, which would certainly be diagnostic of that activity if they survived (Pitt, 
Goodbum et. al, 2003). However the moisture content of the soil and the temperature of 
the environment are likely to conspire to cause rapid decomposition of organic material 
traces in the ground. Their presence is even more unlikely when you consider that such 
building detritus could have been gathered up and used as fuel to boil pots of pitch and 
tar for caulking a vessel. Other organic waste products of the process like tar, sail canvas 
scraps, and rope, while all likely present at the time, are not apt to survive well in the 
ground. Ceramics and glass artifacts would have little utility in a shipbuilding context 
(although they might be present if the domestic yard and the shipyard were one in the 
same as proposed). This leaves us with metallic artifacts, which being more robust, are
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apt to survive in a depositional environment (Kelso, 1971). This likelihood is increased 
when you consider that many of the nails used in shipbuilding were brass or bronze so as 
to avoid the corrosive effects of alkaline seawater (Pitt, Goodbum et. al, 2003; Dodds, 
1984, p. 110). Thus, such artifacts are likely to persist in the ground long after 
deposition. Small cut strips of copper, in association with these small brass tacks, are 
indicative of a late 18th century technique of protecting the hull of a vessel against 
destructive marine creatures like the worm and barnacles (Pitt, Goodbum et. al, 2003; 
Jones, 2004). This copper sheathing would erode and thin requiring periodic replacement 
(Jones, 2004). While the bulk of the old sheathing was apt to be recycled due to the 
monetary value of the alloy, the sites where such work was carried out is often littered 
with bent brass tacks and punctured pieces of copper sheathing, hallmarks of ship 
repair/wreck salvage activity (Erskine, 2004). Evidence of such a practice on Bermuda 
was found by the docks at the Perot property by Dr. Timothy Tmssell in 2007. While 
such artifacts are certainly indicative of maritime construction and repair, their presence 
is not to be expected on pre-1780 mercantile sites. The practice was not widespread until 
that time, having only gained popularity in the British Navy during the American 
Revolution (Jones, 2004). However, other metal artifacts like broken tools (hammers, 
axes, adz, planes, augers, chisels, etc.) are to be expected on sites where such 
construction activities took place. Furthermore, the presence of wrought nails is to be
tViexpected, as well as cut nails (in late 18 century sites), as they would certainly have 
been used for fastening decking and affixing planking to vessels. Other iron artifacts are 
also to be expected. A magnetometer survey of the Chickahominy shipyard in Toano, 
Virginia reveals numerous iron artifacts associated with shipbuilding, including wrought
30
iron nails, chain links, bolts, copper alloy nails, angle iron, pig iron, iron cleats, plates, 
spikes and various munitions (Morris, 2000). Likewise a 2004 survey of the Pritchard 
Shipyard in Charleston, South Carolina recovered numerous shipyard associated artifacts 
including charcoal, copper tacks, copper sheathing, wood fragments and nails (Harris, 
2004). If such artifacts are found near identified slipways in Bermuda they can tell us 
much about how the work in the ship yard was organized and where specific activities 
were carried out.
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Figure 6 -  Proposed organizational layout o f a Bermudian shipyard.
By applying documentary, archaeological and topographical analyses to the problem of 
trying to define the spatial organization, we have been able to propose a logical layout 
(see Figure 6). While this arrangement is, at present, merely a hypothesis, it will be put 
to the test via survey. This hypothesized layout incorporates the criteria discussed above 
for identifying a shipyard while also providing a hypothesized version of what constitutes 
the typical Bermudian shipyard organization. Analysis of the material culture and spatial 
data recovered during survey will provide the information necessary to accept or refute 
the above proposed ideas, so that a more accurate conception can be created and applied 
on the island for research, preservation and heritage management purposes.
Archaeological Survey Results testing the hypothesis
The data collected during the 2010 field season revealed numerous characteristics 
of Bermudian shipyard organization and construction techniques, as well as 
demonstrating the difficulties of identifying and modeling this particular type of 
archaeological feature. The methodology for this study focused on the use of historical 
documents, (wills, probates, deeds and genealogies) to locate the properties and shipyards 
of people who were historically classified as shipwrights either by self ascription or by 
having their occupation identified in an official correspondence like the Juror selections 
in the Parish vestry records or minutes of council. The surveyor general records were 
then examined looking for maps that might detail the exact location of a yard at a given 
point in time. Historical research provided knowledge of the locations of certain 
shipyards allowing for a detailed examination of those areas and allowing for the
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interpretation of extant features, confident in the knowledge that they were in fact related 
to shipbuilding. Unfortunately, only a few maps made mention of building yards, and of 
those maps, yards were only mentioned in the vaguest of terms. Still test cases, the 
provenience of which was established via documentary sources, allowed for a model of a 
typical Bermudian shipyard to be formed so that later surveys of the island’s shoreline 
would be archaeologically informed and capable of distinguishing archaeological remains 
of a shipyard from other past activities. Once a body of features common to colonial 
Bermudian shipyards was identified in this manner, several surveys were undertaken. 
Each yard was extensively mapped using a total station to capture data on the elevation 
and placement of each feature of the site. Interpretation of the recorded features was 
done by digitally recreating the shipyards’ features and surrounding topography in a 3-D 
environment and then placing 3-D models of the types of ships built in those yards (as 
reconstructed from vessel plans) into the digital terrain so as to see how post holes and 
other features correlated to the actual support and construction phases of the vessel.
The eastern portion of the island, including Harrington Sound and St. Georges, 
Hamilton, Smiths and Devonshire parish were examined via pedestrian survey. The 
western portion of the island was surveyed by boat from the water, which afforded a 
useful visual perspective and allowed more ground to be covered in a shorter period of 
time. With this data collected it was then mapped and, when possible, turned into a 
digital model to be used in the examination of the structural organization of the 
Bermudian shipyard.
Shipyards
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The shipyards examined during the 2010 survey were all located using a 
combination of historical references and topographic criteria using the methods described 
above. Time constraints limited the scope of the survey to the detailed examination of 
four yards; however, numerous others were identified during pedestrian and costal boat 
surveys. The remaining yards identified during survey were photographed and their 
locations mapped, but a detailed map of each yard’s features was not possible. Other 
yards were located after ground truth surveying was completed using historic maps and 
deeds. These yards, however, have not been observed on the ground. A map detailing 
the observed yards, and the yards referred to in documents can be found in the appendix. 
The following four yards were the main focus of 2010 summer survey because their 
presence was indicated by both documentary records, and topographic criteria, and 
because they retained sufficient archaeological features to be documented by physical 
observation on the ground.
Tynes Bay Shipyard
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Figure 7 -  A  map detailing the geographic placement o f  the Tynes Bay shipyard.
The Tynes Bay shipyard was owned by the Tynes family of Devonshire from as 
early as 1761 up until the 1869 when the War Department acquired the family land and 
incorporated it into the Fort Prospect/Fort Langdon complex (Bermuda National Trust, 
1995; BCLC: 03-0000:03-0028, Devonshire Parish Vestries: PV/DV/03/01;
PV/DV/04/01; ANG/DV/PV1). The shipyard was initially identified by examining land 
forms and elevation data visible on maps, aerial photographs, and satellite images 
provided by the Bermuda Department of Planning.6 Once the target area had been 
established, the Shipbuilder’s List was consulted to see whom might have owned this 
tract of land and constructed the yard. Not surprisingly, the Tynes family occupied the 
Tynes Bay area during the 18th century. A genealogical survey of the Tynes family
6 A special thanks to Mr. Richard Lowry o f the Planning department for furnishing me with the aerial 
photographs and maps necessary to pursue this line o f inquiry.
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revealed that they were a clan of multigenerational shipbuilders with the traditions of the 
craft being passed from father to son (Bermuda National Trust; 1995). The genealogical 
line of inquiry demonstrated that this property was likely used by at least three 
generations of Tynes family shipbuilders before it was abandoned. The first owner was 
Nathaniel Tynes, shipwright, who appears in the Devonshire Parish Vestries as early as 
1761. He lived at that area until his death in 1786, when the land passed to his son 
William Tynes.7 William, also a shipwright, likely operated the yard until his death, or 
at least the marriage of his son Richard Witter Tynes, shipwright, who possessed the tract 
until his death in 1857 (Hallet, 1989). After his death, the property passed to his widow, 
who eventually sold the land to the War Department in 1869. (For the specifics of this 
land passages see the appendix). The location of the Tynes bay yard was detailed in a 
plot map, c. 1826 which shows the location of the yard as “building place” in ownership 
of Richard Witter Tynes (Bermuda Archives, Collections of the Surveyor General PWD 
107/10). The documentary research clearly showed that three generations of Tynes 
shipwrights lived and worked at the Tynes Bay yard. The yard identified through 
topographic analysis, therefore, had documentary confirmation.
7 William Tynes, shipwright, was the brother of the famous Nathaniel Tynes who became a successful 
shipbuilder for the Royal Navy. 1807, June 13: Nathaniel Tynes, senior, of Devonshire, aged 63, died on 
June 11, “one of the celebrated shipbuilders to His Majesty in this island.” (Hallet, 1989, p. 1423) His yard 
is thought to be further east in the Devonshire Parish (see Appendix).
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Figure 8 -  V iew  o f  the Tynes Bay slipway from the water at high tide.
The Tynes bay shipyard itself is located on a rocky outcropping of a shallow 
grade on the North shore of Devonshire parish abutting a small protected sandy cove now 
known as Tynes bay. On the ground there is little visible, just a roughly 5 foot wide six 
inch deep depression that slopes down to the water. The depression itself is roughly 40ft 
long varying several feet either way depending on the tide. The top of the slipway is an 
abrupt drop off to a sandy beach below. This drop is almost perfectly vertical and 
straight, suggesting that it was cut. During the 19th century, the North Shore was quarried 
for stone by the military and private persons alike, and the ground still bears testament to 
this. It is possible that the slipway has been truncated by such activity during the 19th or
th * • • •early 20 century. However, the shape of the bay remains much as it has on historical 
maps (BDA Archives: Colonial Surveyor, PWD 107/10; Hurd, 1797-98; Savage, 1900-
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1901), so the extent of such disturbance is likely negligible as the archaeological remains 
of the yard remain quite well preserved. All along the western edge of the slipway 
depression is a series of postholes spaced at semi regular intervals, some clustering in and 
around the same area suggesting reuse and different bracing needs. Due to its potential to 
yield insight into multiple generations of 18th century shipyard use and layout, the Tynes 
Bay yard received the most attention of all the locations studied during the summer of 
2010. It was the focus of several days’ worth of land and water survey and intensive 
mapping and modeling using a total station. This data was then input into a CAD 
program which produced a 3-D digital map of the topography and features of the 
shipyard as they can be seen today.
In order to correlate mapped features with a shipbuilding process, determining 
their function within the active 18th century shipyard, a digital ship model was 
constructed and placed into the appropriate location in the digital site map. Being able to 
see a ship in place, among the terrain and the features of the site, was quite revealing. 
The first thing that became apparent was that the depression itself was not where the 
ship’s keel would have rested. Rather, this area was used to hold cross timber and keel 
blocks (keel blocks rendered in above figures) in place and keep them from shifting from 
side to side as the vessel took shape. The groove is all that remains because the wood 
used to create the keel block was either repurposed, reused or has since decayed. 
Nevertheless, knowledge of the European process of shipbuilding highly suggests their 
use, and thus we can interpret the slipway depression as a remnant feature of this 
impermanent aspect of the shipyard. The postholes on the other hand are even more 
difficult to interpret. Were they used to hold upright poles for scaffolding as was the
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practice in England at (Buckler’s Hard) or were they used as angled supports to prevent 
the ship from leaning to one side during construction (Adams, 1994)? Do the extant post 
holes represent a combination of these practices, and if so how can the usage of the post 
holes be determined? To answer such questions the use of the 3D model ship was 
employed. By placing the ship model on a keel block on the digital slipway and creating 
vertical posts everywhere there was a posthole, we can begin to see patterns to their 
arrangement that would otherwise be difficult to ascertain. For instance, a line of linear 
postholes along the western edge occurs at a semi-regular spacing. It is likely, therefore, 
that this line of posts was used to hold scaffolding planks upon which workers stood 
while planking the ship. The remaining postholes, some of which if continued vertically 
would pass directly through the ship itself, could be interpreted as angled brace supports 
used to support the keel and ribs as the vessel took shape. This technique yielded a view 
of a completed vessel on the stocks at Tynes Bay showing just how the features visible on 
the ground were related to the ship’s construction.
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Figure 9 — Aerial view  o f  the Tynes Bay Shipyard detailing the locations o f  posts, slipways and features.
Section Quarried Away
■**;£ £ 'rpt:r ,
Winch
Figure 10 -  A 3-D map o f  the Tynes Bay shipyard showing locations o f  posts and features as well as providing a view  
o f  the topographic contour elevation relative to sea level.
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What was more surprising was that no postholes were found along the eastern 
edge of the slip depression. This anomaly, however, can likely be accommodated by 
analyzing aerial photography from the early to mid 20th century, which shows that this 
side of the slip was largely paved over and that during its removal after the demolition of 
the house, those features were destroyed (Bermuda Department of Planning, 1941). 
Closer inspection of the eastern portion of the slipway revealed that there was a cement 
cap on a portion of the rock surface. The cement, made of crushed Bermuda limestone, 
was virtually indistinguishable from its natural counterparts as both weathered in a 
similar fashion. Unfortunately, the labor intensive nature of concrete removal made it 
impossible to expose the features on the eastern portion of the slipway if indeed there 
were any. It is also possible that due to the proximity of the east side of the slip to a near 
vertical wall of rock, that scaffolding was unnecessary as all planking could be done 
more easily from the higher level ground, and that bracing against the cliff face was 
utilized instead of bracing from the ground surface like on the west side of the slip. This 
hypothesis is difficult if not impossible to test due to the deterioration of this wall area as 
a result of the parking lot demolition in the early 2000’s. Nevertheless, if confirmed, this 
would be an interesting test case for adapting a continental model of shipbuilding to the 
topographic constraints of the local colonial Bermudian environment.
One of the more interesting features of this yard was the discovery of a large cast 
iron winch and fragments of iron rails (similar to train rails) in a cut trench on the western 
extent of the yard. While dating of this material proved impossible due to the corroded 
nature of the specimens and their bulk, which also prevented their transport and curation, 
they nevertheless indicated that a cradle on rails structure, used for launching ships or
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hauling them into dry-dock, was a function at this location. The rails and winch with a 
similar function can be seen at the harbor in Flatts Village opposite the aquarium. They 
are likely from the 19th century and thus were probably introduced by Richard Witter 
Tynes during his tenure at the yard. The winch is no longer in its original position as its 
footings have corroded away and subsequent storm surge has dislodged it; however, its 
presence on the site is a strong indicator of maritime construction activity. It also shows 
that new techniques and technologies found their way into the Bermudian shipbuilding 
industry, replacing traditional wooden rail and capstan systems that were widely used in 
the British Empire prior to the 19th century (Dodds, 1984).
43
Fi
gu
re
 
13 
- 
Th
e 
wi
nc
h 
at 
Fl
at
ts 
V
ill
ag
e,
 c
. 
19
02
, 
an
d 
its 
ac
co
m
pa
ny
in
g 
cr
ad
le 
an
d 
ra
ils
, 
de
re
lic
t 
bu
t 
sti
ll 
vi
si
bl
e.
44
The O uterbridge-M cC allan  Shipyard
4  C ui,*n lu iJrti#
J j * U | i y  •  t d
Figure 14 -  A  map detailing the geographic location o f  the Outerbridge-McCallan shipyard.
The Outerbridge-McCallan Shipyard at Bailey’s Bay along the North shore of 
Hamilton Parish is unique among the island’s shipyards, principally because its owner 
and chief architect was a trained Scottish shipwright, who did not build “by eye” but by 
plan, and who came to the island (accidentally via shipwreck) with only a European 
shipbuilding frame of reference (Bermuda National Trust, 2002). This yard is interesting 
because it demonstrates a first generation attempt to adapt “modem” British shipbuilding 
yard layouts and techniques to a completely different environment for which those 
techniques had been designed and developed. Whereas all the other shipyards surveyed 
during the summer of 2010 were constructed by native Bermudians who presumably had
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grown up with their own perceptions of how shipbuilding was done, this yard represents 
a deliberate attempt to transplant Old World British shipbuilding techniques to the island 
of Bermuda; something that had not been done since the Company period on the island 
more than a hundred years prior (Jarvis, 1990, 1992). There are therefore considerable 
discontinuities between the Outerbridge-McCallan yard and the Tynes yard. The first 
difference is one of scale. The Outerbridge-McCallan yard is much larger compared to 
the Tynes Bay yard despite the fact that both yards turned out ships for the Navy of the
• tUsame dimensions during the last decade of the 18 century. The Outerbridge-McCallan 
yard contains three separate slipways, only one of which was mapped due to time 
constraints and land disturbance.
The Outerbridge-McCallan yard’s slipway is much wider than that of the Tynes 
yard and is cruder. Whereas the surface for the keel blocks at the Tynes yard is barely 5 
feet wide, the width of the slipway at the Outerbridge-McCallan yard is nearly 3 times 
that width. The Outerbridge-McCallan yard is flanked on both sides with square cut post 
holes for scaffolding. The shape of the holes is intriguing, as the square shape suggest 
the use of cut and shaped timber for the job of scaffolding. The circular post holes at the 
Tynes Bay yard suggest that rougher timber was utilized for the scaffolding purpose, 
likely that which had been locally cut. The slipway groove at the McCallan yard is far 
from smooth and level like that at the Tynes yard, and thus it is unlikely that keel blocks 
were placed directly on its surface. In fact, a regularly spaced series of ]-shaped rock cuts 
on either side of the depression suggest that sleeper timbers were laid across the slipway 
to level it and support the weight of the ship. It is likely that the vessel’s keel block 
would have been mounted to these sleepers as is usual in Britain (Chapelle, 1941; Dodds,
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1984). While it cannot be, at present, proved, it is likely that some sort of slipway 
decking was installed on these beams providing a level working surface from which the 
craftsman could work. It seems that rather than alter the rock landscape or modify it 
enough to meet their vocational needs, like the Tynes family of shipwrights, the 
Outerbridges and McCallans chose to level their yards with timber instead of stone. 
Again, while circumstantial, it is interesting that among the tools listed for a Paget 
member of the Tynes shipbuilding family (Benjamin Tynes), is a pick ax and chisels 
(Hallet, 1993; BDA Archives W12b:310/9:170, inventory W9:168). This implies that 
native Bermudians were more comfortable altering the stone topography, an ultimately 
cheaper solution than wasting valuable timber to provide a suitable working yard.
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Figure 15 -  An aerial photograph o f  the Outerbridge-McCallan shipyard detailing the locations o f  slipways and land 
usage and disturbances.
Figure 16 -  A view  o f  Slipways #2 & #3 at the Outerbridge-McCallan Shipyards showing the inland portions o f the 
slipways buried beneath a mountain o f  dirt and rubble that had formerly been a sea wall and a graded yard until a 
hurricane destroyed the wall. While much o f  the back portions o f  the yard undoubtedly remain buried beneath this 
debris, excavating was not a timely option. Thus only slipway #1 was mapped, as most o f  it, except for the upper 
portion o f  the slip which was truncated by a later dock, remained clearly visible.
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Figure 19 - View o f  slipway #1 at the Outerbridge-McCallan shipyard looking downhill toward Bailey's Bay. The 
middle slipway is clearly visible as are numerous postholes.
The method of vessel bracing utilized at the Outerbridge-McCallan shipyard is 
difficult to determine. Whereas evidence suggests that native Bermudians like the Tynes 
would sink their braces into stone post holes, only one or two cut post holes of sufficient 
depth were found at the Outerbridge-McCallan Yard. It is possible that this is a result of 
the bracing being attached to the wooden sleepers that made up the level slipway, which 
once removed would eliminate all evidence of the bracing arrangement. Thus it is more 
difficult to determine exactly how the ship under construction would have looked within 
the yard. The differences observed, however, suggest that an arrangement more familiar
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to an Old world shipwright, one used to building on a timber base, would have been 
employed.
Righton Outerbridge Shipyard
Figure 20 -  PWD 105/12 - Rankin family land, depicting the land o f  Righton Outerbridge, Shipwright, in brown (top 
left comer).
\\\
\\\V
'  f :
Figure 21 - A map detailing the geographic location o f  the Righton Outerbridge shipyard.
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The Righton Outerbridge shipyard near Shelly Bay in Hamilton Parish was 
identified through both topographic criteria, and land, will and deed research, and the 
usage of a Surveyor General map from 1814 (PWD 105/12). This side, like the other two 
thus far surveyed, was located on a rocky outcropping of shallow grade near deep and 
calm water. While not identified as a building yard in Figure 20, a subsequent surveyor 
general map does list the point on Righton Outerbridge’s property as Building Point, 
adding documentary verification to the extant archaeological feature (PWD 105/1). It is a 
late 18th century /early 19th century yard more contemporaneous to the Outerbridge- 
McCallan yard operated at the eastern end of Hamilton Parish. The grade of this 
particular site is shallower than that of the other two yards possessing a slope of about 
10% or less. The depression here is also about 15 feet wide. There are, however, 
virtually no postholes on either side of the slipway. This suggests that, again, a wooden 
floor was laid in the groove and that all scaffolding and bracing was attached to this 
ephemeral, non-permanent wooden architecture. Unfortunately, this lack of features and 
the fact that a portion of the site had been later repurposed as a rock quarry made further 
interpretation of the site difficult. What is interesting about this site is that it shares 
similarities with the Outerbridge-McCallan site both in its use of a more British based 
yard construction and in its scale. Both yards were at their zenith during the early portion 
of the 19th century when the Navy began to establish a presence in the east end and began 
to take advantage of Bermudian shipwrights’ skills. It is therefore likely that this 
discrepancy between the Tynes yard and the Outerbridge yards is a result of the changing 
nature of the Bermudian shipbuilding industry. The increased patronage of the British 
Navy with its rigid ideas of naval ship design and construction, manifests itself on the
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ground as a more familiarly British style o f shipyard construction and operation than is 
visible on a multigenerational Bermudian merchant vessel shipyard layout characterized
by the Tynes Bay shipyard.
Figure 22 -  A  view o f  the Righton Outerbridge Yard at Radnor Point from the water side by Shelly Bay. Notice the 
slipway depression, but the absence o f  visible postholes.
Shark Hole Shipyard
----------
Figure 23  - A map detailing the geographic location o f  the Shark Hole shipyard.
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Figure 24 - Harrington Sound in the Afternoon by Thomas Driver c. 1816 (Original in Bermuda Archives, this picture 
taken by the author from a museum display at Verdmont House Museum in Smith’s Parish, Bermuda).
The Shark Hole shipyard was identified by a different technique than the other 
shipyards previously discussed. This location was determined by triangulating the 
perspective from an 1816 water color painting by Thomas Driver which depicted a 
shipbuilding scene in Harrington Sound. This print shows two small vessels under 
construction on a rocky outcropping in the background, the keels of which were braced 
by two solitary angled braces along the transom. In association with these vessels are 
what appear to be piles of shaped timber. The foreground depicts a white shipwright 
directing several black Bermudians who appear to be shaping a freshly felled cedar tree 
on the beach adjacent to the rocky outcropping. This scene is a wonderful resource for 
understanding the operation of a Bermudian shipyard in the late 18th /early 19th century. 
Most of the labor seems to have been done by black Bermudians, the majority of whom 
were skilled but enslaved craftsmen, overseen by a white shipwright, a reality that has 
been corroborated by other researchers (Packwood, 1975; Jarvis, 1992, 2002). Again,
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here is visual proof that topographic criteria for sighting a shipyard is valid as these yards 
are located on a shallow graded rocky outcropping abutting a deep and protected 
waterway. Evidence that cedar was cut and used without seasoning is also supported by 
this drawing as the timbers appear to be shaped on the beach and then taken directly to 
the vessels under construction (Jarvis, 1992). The Driver print captures the ephemeral 
nature of Bermudian shipyard sites. There are no outbuildings or support structures 
visible in the painting, just two keels atop a rock. No saw pit is visible, nor are hoists and 
cranes depicted as they have been in period drawing of continental or naval shipyards 
(Dodds, 1984). Were it not for the keels visible in the background, the land would appear 
as nothing more than a rocky outcropping as there is no other structure to suggest that any 
industry occurred there.
This print, a private accession held by the Bermuda national archives, was 
deemed an important test case for determining the accuracy not only of the interpretation 
of the Bermudian vernacular shipyard, but of the modeling criteria utilized to identify 
other locations of its type. Using the landscape feature depicted in the print, a coastline 
and two small islands, a triangulation of the vantage was made. Figure 25 shows just 
how well the print matches up to conditions on the ground. This accuracy of detail is also 
encouraging as it suggests that the activities portrayed in the print are also represented 
accurately. If this is indeed so, the Driver print provides a visual illustration not only of 
how a Bermuda shipyard was situated, but also how it was operated and by whom. Once 
the vantage point of the painting was located, a pedestrian survey of the area was 
conducted. Though badly overgrown, and at one point in the past century the home to a
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concrete pier or dock, some ephemeral features associated with shipbuilding at the site 
were located.
Figure 25 — A  view o f  the overgrown shipyard at Shark Hole. The picture is taken from the same vantage point as 
Thomas Driver’s 1816 print. (See Figure 24).
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The Shark Hole shipyard does indeed contain two slipways as one would expect 
given Thomas Driver’s depiction of two ships under construction in his 1816 print. 
However, the scale of these yards is considerably smaller than one might have expected. 
They are diminutive even in comparison to the Tynes Bay yard. The Southernmost 
slipway is only about 5 feet at its widest and just shy of 20 feet in length. The slipway to 
the North, while equally as wide, is less than 10 feet in length. Even if the construction 
of a pier had removed several feet of rock from the water’s edge between the present and 
the time of the painting, we are still looking at ships whose keels were less than 30 feet in 
length. This yard then is likely as close to the traditional Bermuda sloop building yard as 
one could hope for, for it was only the sloop that was so small. Many early Bermuda 
sloops were but 10 or 20 tons. Tonnage at the time was calculated via a formula (keel 
length x extreme breadth x .5 extreme breadth)/94= tonnage (Jarvis, 1992; McCusker, 
1967). Adjacent to both slipways we find a paucity of postholes. This however can 
probably be explained by the size of the vessels themselves. Scaffolding is unnecessary 
when a vessel is so small all the work could be done from ladders or from the ground 
surface. Thus, the absence of scaffolding post holes is no great shock. The keel blocks 
could have easily been set upon within the smooth slipway trench extant in the rock. As 
most ships were launched transom first (that is to say stem first), the portion of the bow 
that curved and did not need keel blocks could easily project inwards, but not be 
accounted for in the length of the slip. To demonstrate the previous statement, let us say 
that a hypothetical ship has a beam keel length of 20 feet and extreme breadth of 15 ft., 
using the formula for tonnage above we find we get a ship of about 24 tons, well within 
the average tonnage for an 18th century sloop (Bermuda Naval Office Lists, CO 41/6-7;
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Jarvis, 1992, p.32-34) The lack of a long slipway is due to the fact that only the straight 
part of the keel needs to come in contact with the keel blocks, as the curved section is 
being propped up by leaning supports (Chapelle, 1941, p. 186) Thus, despite the fact that 
the slipways are only 20 feet long on the ground, due to the supported keel length of 20 
feet, the extreme length of the complete vessel would have been closer to 35 feet.8 This 
is more in keeping with what we see depicted in the Driver print. It is curious, however, 
that post holes (presumably associated with bracing the ship and keeping it upright) are 
only found on the northern side of the slipways. In each case a post hole between a half a 
foot and 9 inches diameter is located on the north side of the slipway, one at the bow end 
of the slipway and the other at the transom. No similar postholes are found on the south 
side of the slipways in either case. The absence of these features is puzzling and cannot 
at this moment be adequately explained. This yard also featured two deep post holes 
about six inches in diameter and over a foot deep in the yard area between the two 
slipways. In each case they are located at about the half way point of the slipway and 
less than ten feet from the edge of their corresponding slipway. The depth of these holes 
suggests that these posts were well anchored so as to bear a considerable load. While 
their purpose cannot be definitively known, it is the author’s hypothesis that these posts 
functioned as a place to attach a block and tackle, enabling the finished ship to be towed 
down the slipway into the water by a team of men or animals pulling a rope inland. By 
using a post to reverse the direction of the pull, one could avoid being alongside a vessel 
at launch, and accordingly avoid danger if it were to topple. Again this is pure conjecture
8 Keel = (Extreme Length -  Extreme Breadth) (Jarvis, 1992, p. 31; McCusker, 1967, p. 85). Formula from 
William Sutherland's: The Shipbuilder's Assistant (1711). With a keel length o f 20 ft and an Extreme 
Breadth of 15 ft you get 20= x-15, yielding x = 35ft. This method of calculating tonnage remained in use 
until 1773 when it was updated to: Tonnage = (((Length -  3/5 Breadth) x Breadth x (1/2 Breadth))/94). 
(McCusker, 1967).
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and will need ground truth testing to prove, but at present, it remains the most logical 
answer to the presence of those features within this context.
Despite that fact that the Thomas Driver print which led to the examination of this 
yard was not painted until 1816, the small size of the vessels constructed there and the 
relative lack of infrastructure suggests that these types of small ephemeral shipyards were 
the most typical of those created on Bermuda throughout the 18th century when the 
Bermuda sloop was at its height of popularity in the mid-18th century. The lack of 
associated features makes this site difficult to identify, examine and interpret. Without 
having known from the print that a yard was there at one time, the Shark Hole shipyard 
would have certainly been overlooked in the survey. It is likely that dozens of such sites 
dot the coast of Bermuda in plain sight to passersby, but because they are so ephemeral 
they appear natural and inconsequential. As the sizes of the vessels produced on the 
island increased throughout the 18th century and into the 19th century, the archaeological 
footprint of their associated shipyards increased as well. These late 1 S^early 19th century 
yards are easiest to find and thus are more widely known and studied. However it is to 
the smaller yards like Shark Hole that Bermuda presumably owes its maritime innovation 
and success, for it was on these sites that the bulk of the island’s ships were made. Those 
small yards that appear as nothing more than shallow linear depressions in rock, without 
many postholes or associated structures, have probably contributed more to Bermudian 
maritime development and its economy than any of the other yards previously studied. 
They are testaments to the ingenuity and flexibility of Bermudian shipbuilding, which 
began as a vernacular enterprise that only toward its close became more uniform, codified 
and structured.
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Data Interpretation
The findings of the previous section demonstrate that there is no single cookie- 
cuter model that will apply to Bermudian shipbuilding. The sites’ similarities and 
differences have highlighted a number of ways to locate and study these archaeological 
remains. The similarity in placement and orientation of the slipways allows us to use 
comparative sources to determine how the slipways in Bermuda were used. In colonial 
and British shipbuilding, slipway trenches were semi-level places where keel blocks were 
laid to create a surface to support the keel of the vessel under construction. Keel blocks 
were placed in the slipway trench to prevent them from shifting from side to side during 
construction. Large timbers would be used to span the slipway and level off the keel 
platform, and then a keel block would be installed to raise the vessel up off the timber 
and hold the keel level and in place (Dodds, 1984; Chapelle, 1941). These timbers and 
keel blocks afforded the shipwright the ability to level the keel despite the micro­
topography of the rock below. In large yards in England and the Americas, much of the 
timber leveling was done on top of a compacted wood and mud slipway base, and the 
timbers were held in place and kept from shifting by pylons driven into the wood of the 
slipway beneath (Adams, 1994; Dodds, 1984). In Bermuda, the rock made such a pylon 
system unnecessary as the rock lips of the slipway kept timbers from sliding from side to 
side. In some cases channels for the keel blocks were cut directly into the stone on the 
side of the trench to ensure that the base timbers did not migrate during construction. 
Once the slipway base was constructed and leveled, the keel blocks were installed and the 
keel rested in its cradle. Keel blocks have been used by shipwrights in England for 
centuries, and continue to be used in marinas on Bermuda to support the keels of boats in
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dry dock. Once the keel was laid, the ribs of the vessel would be put into place. In 
England and in larger shipyards in the Americas, this required elaborate pulley systems 
for hoisting and raising timbers into place. In the smaller Bermudian yards, no clear 
evidence of such hoisting systems has been documented, likely because much of this 
work was done by hand, presumably by slaves (Jarvis, 2002; Bernhard, 1999).
In colonial American and English shipyards, where vessels ranged in size but 
were usually larger than 100 tons, scaffolding was necessary to plank the vessel once it 
was framed. This scaffolding was created by creating a line of vertical poles with 
notches onto which boards could be fixed at different heights as the plank progressed. 
This ensured that a stable working platform was present for shipbuilders and carpenters 
to work from while planking a vessel. The use of such a pillar and plank method of ship 
scaffolding is found on the island, especially in yards that date to the late 18th and early 
19th century when vessel sizes increased from an average of 40 ton to upwards of 90 tons. 
However, as has been demonstrated, even at yards like the Righton Outerbridge yard, 
where it is likely that this method of scaffolding was used, the use of a timber frame, not 
rock cut slipway, rendered the traces of this ship construction practice impossible to see. 
Likewise, some yards like the Shark Hole yard show no evidence of such a scaffolding 
system. This lack of consistency belays the vernacular nature of shipbuilding on the 
island and demonstrates how vessels of different sizes required different building 
techniques.
Refuted Ideas
The mapping surveys of the summer of 2010 found little evidence to corroborate 
the initial hypotheses about the features of Bermudian shipyard support structures,
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outbuildings and work areas associated with the construction process. No definitive 
evidence of hearths, forges, saw pits or sheds was located. The lack of soil in the areas 
around the investigated shipbuilding sites made the preservation of such features highly 
unlikely. In some cases the iron equipment associated with the building yards does 
survive, however, most pieces have been actively salvaged and reused or recycled by 
generations of Bermudians. Any hearth features that existed, on or near the soil-devoid 
hard rock surfaces of the shipyards, have not survived due to the cumulative effects of 
several hundred years of rain and wind. Although hearth features, due to site formation 
processes no longer exist, we can presume their presence based on their necessity to the 
practice of shipbuilding and documentary confirmation that pitch was being imported to 
the island in great quantity (Bermuda Naval Office Lists, CO 41/6-7).
Saw pits were another feature that it was hypothesized would be archaeologically 
visible. However, evidence for such features is scant if not altogether absent on the 
island. Paintings show that logs were shaped on beaches and cut or trimmed by use of 
saw horses, not saw pits. Logically, this makes a great deal of sense as the amount of 
effort necessary to dig a saw pit out of solid bedrock would have far outweighed its 
utility. It would have been infinitely more practical to construct saw horses or 
scaffolding upon which boards could be sawn. Again, while we can confirm that work 
areas for sawing timbers must have existed via documentary records and knowledge of 
the craft of shipbuilding, the lack of soil prevented such temporary structures from 
making a permanent mark upon the landscape. Of the six shipyards surveyed, only one 
contained a feature that could have been used in a saw pit capacity. This feature at the 
Tynes Bay shipyard (a yard that was in use from the middle 18th century through until the
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early 19th century) is a long linear cut in the bedrock which slopes at about a 12 degree 
angle. This cut is, at present, filled with iron rails and building debris from the 
subsequent use and abandonment of the property in the intervening 200 years. It is far 
shallower than a traditional saw pit and considerably narrower than a traditional saw pit 
similar to those used in large shipyards in Europe (see figure). However, it may have 
been just right for a one man saw. This would not need to be deep enough for a man to 
stand in, just deep enough for the blade of the saw to pass below the bottom of the timber. 
If this is indeed the case (which I emphasize is as yet an untested extrapolation from the 
project’s findings) then this saw pit has another brilliant feature. At high tide the water 
comes surging into this cavity and then is ripped back out with considerable force. One 
of the chief drawbacks to traditional saw pits is that they accumulate sawdust and 
necessitate cleaning. This saw pit at the Tynes yard, if indeed that is its function, would 
have been self-cleaning, using the water at high tide to remove unwanted sawdust. The 
tides were used in similar ways to clean privies on the island. In fact, the Penniston 
Shipyard about a mile down North Road from the Tynes site had just such a self-cleaning 
privy which harnessed the power of the tides to remove waste (Bermuda National Trust, 
2005). Thus a mechanism that used the sea to clean out another type of waste is by no 
means out of the realm of possibility. However, if this feature at the Tynes yard is indeed 
a self cleaning saw pit, it is unique on the island as no other yard surveyed during the 
2010 season contained a similar feature. Perhaps this yard had such a feature due to the 
length of its use, potentially as long as 100 years, which would have made the investment 
in its’ constmction worthwhile.
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Apart from this curious outlier at the Tynes Bay Shipyard in Devonshire, no other 
shipyards surveyed in the summer of 2010 contained any features that could have been 
conclusively called saw pits or pitch hearths. The absence of these features from the 
archaeological record is not evidence that they were not used, as there is ample 
documentary evidence to confirm their presence, rather it is evidence that the rock 
topography that comprises all Bermudian shipyards does not allow for the very 
ephemeral traces of shipbuilding to survive archaeologically.
Another series of features that were conspicuously absent from the archaeological 
footprint of the Bermudian shipyards survey in the summer of 2010 were timber storage 
sheds. This absence can potentially be explained in two ways. Firstly, the nature of the 
Bermuda cedar used to construct vessels on the island is such that it does not shrink from 
its cutting to its later use. As a result, it could be used green and did not require 
seasoning (Jarvis, 1990, 1992). Thus, there was no need for a shelter to store the timber. 
Secondly, even when timbers were imported for decking and other parts of the ship, they 
were likely purchased and used quickly as the climate of the island is encourages rot in 
non-native woods. Again the rapid usage of imported timber would preclude the need for 
a long term storage facility for that wood. The frequent importing of timber planking 
further supports the lack of saw pits. There is no need to shape and cut planks on the 
island using a saw pit if the timbers are already cut to size when they come off the 
delivery ship.
A further shortcoming or refutation of the originally hypothesized models was the 
interconnectedness of the domestic and work sphere. No evidence of midden sharing 
came to light largely because no middens or archaeological deposits of any kind were
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encountered. This does not discount the hypothesis, but neither can it confirm it. As for 
the assertion that old slipways have been reused as modem boat ramps, there is some 
evidence to suggest this. At the Tynes bay shipyard there was evidence of a winch and 
rails, similar to those used to cradle boats as they were launched into or hauled out of the 
water. If these features do not date to the time of the Tynes shipyard they are at least 
evidence that such yards were indeed repurposed for other maritime activities in the 19th - 
20th century.9 However, the extent to which old shipyards were turned into boat ramps 
covered in cement, remains unknown as no suitable location for testing this hypothesis 
was located. Thus, these two hypotheses remain unsubstantiated until such time as 
further research can confirm or refute them.
Conclusions
On the ground survey verified the initial hypotheses about the topographical
requirements for Bermudian shipyards. All shipyards surveyed (the sites having been
chosen because there was a documentary source to verify their existence) were found
along the North shore on the East end of the island, or in Harrington Sound. These
locations afforded a stable rock foundation for the yard, accesses to deep navigable water,
and some measure of protection from storms and weather. These sites were fairly
ephemeral, but, due to lack of soil accumulation on top of the rock, features carved in the
stone were clearly visible during pedestrian survey and mapping. Archaeologically,
Bermudian shipbuilding sites manifest as little more than linear grooves in rock and their
interpretation requires a firm understanding of the trade of shipbuilding, as the lack of
9 These rails and winch might also be evidence of a 19th century ship launching cradle from the early part of 
the 19th century. However, documentary evidence suggests that the site was abandoned as a shipyard prior 
to the 1815 where while the winch appears to be younger than that.
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soil means that there are no artifacts insitu to help make sense of these work areas, as is 
often the case in colonial America and England. Furthermore, the lack of soil rendered 
many methods like magnetometer or GPR useless and irrelevant to identifying and 
locating yards. As there was nothing to excavate, the project became a recording and 
mapping project which freed up resources for pursuing documentary and digital means of 
understanding Bermudian shipyards, their placement, and function. As a result more 
yards were examined than was initially deemed possible, providing a greater data set 
from which to understand Bermuda’s shipbuilding industry. The larger data set enabled 
the comparison of several yards on the island to one another and to their contemporaries 
elsewhere within the Atlantic world. This research opportunity enabled us to discover the 
adaptability and flexibility of the Bermudian shipwright who was able to operate 
successfully on many scales. Bermuda’s size and limited resources provided it with an 
opportunity to carve out a unique niche in the shipbuilding industry of the Atlantic world. 
Whereas, most of the ships built on Bermuda were smaller than 100 tons, colonial 
shipyards elsewhere in the Atlantic world produced ships many orders of magnitude 
larger than even the largest Bermudian vessel. Bermudians it seemed were limited in 
their construction capabilities by the size of the cedar trees, but as Michael Jarvis points 
out, they were able to compensate for lack of size by building extremely fast vessels.
It is important at this juncture to reiterate the significance of the Bermudian 
shipbuilding industry to the cultural development and economic success of 18th century 
Bermuda. The Bermuda sloop, a small fast trading vessel, comprised the bulk of 
Bermuda’s merchant fleet, accounting for well over 95% of Bermuda’s registered 
merchant vessels (Bermuda Naval Office Lists, CO 41/6-7). In 1749 there were 87
68
registered sloops in Bermuda’s mercantile fleet valued by Governor Popple at £12000. 
This meant that the average vessel could domestically fetch about £140 (Bermuda 
Historical Quarterly, 1968). The Bermuda sloop was the vessel that led to Bermudian 
mercantile prowess, but it also represented a valuable trade item in its own right (Jarvis, 
1992). In times of war, such small agile craft were in great demand throughout the 
Atlantic world as their speed and shallow draft made them ideal privateers and smuggling 
vessels. In 1759, a letter from Isaac Cox, a Bermudian bom merchant living in New 
Providence, Bahamas, to his merchant factor Thomas Clifford in Philadelphia, shows us 
just how valuable a Bermuda sloop was to the merchants in the Caribbean. Cox requests 
that his sloop, Sarah, be insured for £500, the same as the value of her cargo (Clifford- 
Pemberton Papers, HSP).10 Thus, a vessel that was could be bought for £140 by 
Bermuda merchants in peacetime could fetch three times that price elsewhere in the 
Atlantic world, especially when war drove up the demand for fast ships that could out mn 
any pursuer. Bermudians knew that they possessed desirable vessels and did their best to 
capitalize on the market demand. They often would load a vessel with a rich cargo, sail 
to a British Caribbean port or free port like St. Eustatia or Curacao, sell the cargo, and 
then sell the ship as well; usually for double or triple its domestic value (Jarvis, 1992; 
Kerr, 1969; Jarvis, 2010). The crew would then simply contract a passage back to 
Bermuda on the next homeward bound sloop, which, due to the prolific nature of the
10 Pg. 229
New Providence September 29, 1759 
Friend Clifford,
The Sloop Sarah Thomas Bill Master, will sail in about Six, or eight days with a Cargo on board, of Sugar
and hides, consigned you if she should not arrive in Ten or Twelve day, after the Receipt of this, or
according to your expectations, you will get five hundred pounds Insured, on the Vessel, & five hundred
pounds Insured on the Cargo, on Account of Edward Stiles & Isaac Cox, & You’ll Oblige Your Humble
Servants
Isaac Cox
Edward Stiles
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Bermudian carrying trade, was never more than a few weeks wait. Bermudian governors 
like James Bruere were well aware of this practice and even went so far as to write about 
it in reports to the Lords of Trade. He further emphasizes the island’s shipbuilding 
prowess by writing “...our Sloops Sail so well, that the French are very fond to buy our 
Vessels before the Commencement of War” (the implication being that they would then 
use them as privateers). The reports of Bermuda governors’ Popple in 1749 and Bruere 
in 1773 show that in peacetime the average registered Bermuda trading fleet numbered 
between 80-90 vessels (Bermuda Historical Quarterly, 1968). However, both men 
emphasize the importance of selling sloops to the Bermudian economy, listing vessels as 
one of the islands primary exports (Bermuda Historical Quarterly, 1968). A look at the 
ship registry’s of other British colonies like Philadelphia, South Carolina, and Jamaica 
show that Bermuda-built ships had been purchased by British merchants as far away as 
Antigua, Jamaica, South Carolina, Philadelphia, New York, Virginia, London, New 
Providence Bahamas, St. Christopher’s, and the Virgin Islands (Bermuda Naval Office 
Lists, CO 41/6-7; Bahamas Naval Office Lists, CO 23/12-13; Jamaica Naval Office Lists, CO 
142/16-17; Olsberg, 1973; Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biography, 1899-1904). 
Thus, Bermudian ships were not only vital to Bermuda’s mercantile success, but to 
Atlantic commerce as a whole. Therefore, the importance of this study and its findings 
should not be underestimated.
One of the great successes of the project is that it was able to establish and verify 
criteria for establishing the probability that a shipyard once existed on a piece of land. As 
most Bermudian shipyards were likely similar to the Shark Hole yard, leaving virtually 
no visible trace upon the landscape, being able to identify areas of high probability for 
that activity is key to identifying more shipyard locations. Bermudian shipyards of all
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sizes require a shallow grade of between 10-15 degrees to allow for the successful 
launching of the ship, a standard that Bermudian shipwrights shared with colonial 
shipbuilders elsewhere in the British Atlantic world. They required adjacency to deep 
protected waters with access to the open ocean. Grade and weather constraints on the 
island conspired to limit the practice of shipbuilding to the rocky outcroppings and 
protrusions, mostly along Bermuda’s north shore. Bermuda shipyards are unique in that, 
unlike elsewhere, the extant remains of their shipbuilding activity are carved and 
imprinted in stone. Bermuda stone, while robust enough to support the weight of a 
vessel, is still soft enough to be shaped and worked with simple hand tools. This property 
of Bermuda stone means that features that would have been cut into soil elsewhere in the 
world were carved into the stone of the yards in Bermuda.
The conditions that make some aspects of Bermudian shipyards difficult to find 
and study also help make them more easily interpreted. While most shipyards in 
Bermuda manifest as a linear depression on a rock outcropping along the shore, some 
contain rows of carved postholes that flank the main linear depression. While such traces 
may seem ephemeral, and indeed to the untrained eye go unnoticed, the relative 
permanence of these rock carved features gives us enough to interpret the yard’s layout 
and usage even without the assistance of artifacts. Knowing that these yards were set up 
to build a certain type of vessel, be it sloop or schooner, we can combine the features in 
the ground and knowledge of the form of the finished product and say something about 
the activity and process that occurred at that site. Not only can we find evidence of 
Bermuda’s past, but we can humanize that as well by interpreting what we see, gleaning 
evidence of process and experience of Bermudian shipbuilding.
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Thus, this project has been able to provide some interpretive insight into the 
nature of the shipbuilding industry on Bermuda. The slipway grooves, so indicative of 
the shipyard, have been shown to have nothing to do with the actual shipbuilding itself, 
but rather evidence of the level work surface upon which craftsmen constructed vessels. 
Nevertheless, the interpretation of slipways is important to understanding not only the 
orientation of the shipyard, but also how the vessel was most likely launched once 
complete. All of the yards surveyed during the 2010 season were more or less 
perpendicular to the water. This is another congruency between Bermudian yard 
organization and old world shipyard layout (Pitt, Goodbum et. al, 2003). It suggests that 
like many British shipbuilders, Bermudians practiced transom first launching of their 
completed vessels (Stammers, 1999). The stem of the boat would have been constructed 
on the waterside of the yard and the bow toward the inland. The vessels would have been 
launched transom first because that is where the bulk of the weight of the ship is located, 
as well as the rudder. The goal during launching would be to have the heaviest part of 
the boat become buoyant first so that the vessel will slide gently into the water without 
putting strain on the middle of the keel. If the vessels were to have been launched bow 
first, the lightest part would have entered the water first and the heavier stem would sag, 
scraping along the ground and put stress on the keel and even potentially tearing off the 
mdder as the transom end of the keel entered the water. This method of launching is the 
same as that which was practiced in England and Colonial American shipyards 
(Stammers, 1999). However, this type of yard organization separates Bermudian 
shipwrights from some inland British craftsmen who, because of the narrowness of the 
river aligned their yards parallel to the shore and launched their boats sideways, a
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somewhat more delicate maneuver but effective nonetheless (Stammers, 1999). Thus, 
just by looking at Bermudian shipyards’ orientations to the water, we find continuity 
between British/Colonial shipbuilding practice and that of Bermudian shipwrights, 
despite the vastly differing topographic environments.
We have been able to show how British ideas were adapted to use on the island of 
Bermuda and how topographic challenges encouraged Bermudians to be resourceful and 
adaptive in the practice of their trade. By connecting these abstract ideas of vessel 
construction to a people and their agency, we make the story more valuable and worth the 
effort of preserving. Bermudian shipbuilding ceases to be an obscure topic of little 
importance, but becomes a telling case study helping us to understand the role of agency 
within the colonial system. Colonial studies of social change too often ignore the roles of 
individuals and focus on concepts like social inequality, power, labor as a commodity and 
resistance (Orser, 1992). In such studies, ethnogenesis is seen as the result of an act of 
resistance. Other approaches focus on identity creation by way of creolization or the 
hybridization of indigenous and colonial cultures (Deagan, 2004). In this later group, 
some researchers have managed to demonstrate how the agency of indigenous peoples 
has transformed the cultures of the colonizing power (Deagan, 2004). While such studies 
of identity creation via culture contact and other exogenous interaction are common 
(some more agency focused than others), little has been done to examine endogenous 
change (Refrew, 1996). Bermuda, with its lack of indigenous population, presents a 
unique opportunity to study the role of individual agency in the creation of identity and 
ethnogenesis. By focusing on just shipwrights, who represented only a faction of the 
larger Bermudian colonial population, we can see to what degree agency, in the form of
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entrepreneurship and creativity, played a role in the development of a Bermudian 
identity. Bermudian ships were the core of Bermuda’s maritime culture. Shipwrights 
were therefore drivers of cultural change and a key to the creation of Bermudian identity. 
The ships they designed were unlike those in the Old world, built in new and creative 
ways for a different type of trade. The more Bermudian shipwrights divested themselves 
from their Old world contemporaries, the more Bermuda culturally stood apart from 
Britain.
This study offers, by nature of the diversity of its sites, insight into how 
contemporaneous individuals chose unique ways of organizing the same activity and 
conducted an analogous process differently. While topographic similarities are clearly 
present, as is to be expected in any setting where a common activity is pursued; the 
differing markets and topographic challenges enabled individual shipbuilders to find 
creative solutions that worked for them. This demonstrates that the Bermudian 
shipbuilding community was highly adaptive and able to rise to the demands of a 
dynamic maritime economy. This resulted in a collection of diverse shipbuilding sites 
each with its own innovative attributes.
Ap
pe
nd
ix
 
A 
-
Ta
bl
e 
1 
- 
A 
lis
t 
of 
Be
rm
ud
ia
n 
sh
ip
wr
ig
ht
 v
ita
l 
sta
ts,
 p
ro
pe
rty
 
lo
ca
tio
ns
 a
nd
 
the
 
do
cu
m
en
ta
ry
 
so
ur
ce
s 
us
ed
 
to 
gle
an
 
thi
s 
in
fo
rm
at
io
n.
74
O
th
er
So
uth
am
pto
n 
Pa
rish
 
Ve
str
y 
Re
co
rds
 (
An
-S
o-
PV
1-
3)
 1
76
6
Na
me
d 
a 
Sh
ipw
rig
ht 
in 
the 
W
ill 
of 
Joh
n 
BR
YO
N(
W
3,
2:1
91
)
Ha
mi
lto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
str
y 
17
65
W
15
:2
68
18
28
Joh
n 
Bry
an
 
(W
3,2
:19
1)
So
uth
am
pto
n 
Pa
rish
 
Ve
str
y 
Re
co
rds
 (
An
-S
o-
PV
1-
3)
 M
ay
 
27
,1
76
0
Re
sid
ed
So
uth
am
pto
n
W
ar
wi
ck
W
ar
wi
ck
Sm
ith
's/
Ha
m
ilto
n Sa
nd
ys
St.
 G
eo
rg
e's
Ha
mi
lto
n 
= 
St
 
G
eo
rg
e's
W
ar
wi
ck
So
uth
am
pto
n
Pr
op
er
ty
Sa
nd
ys
So
uth
am
pto
n
W
ar
wi
ck CO£
1
CO Se
av
iew
(1
8 
Ca
mb
e 
rid
ge
 
Ro
ad
, S
an
dy
s) 
and
 
To
rw
oo
d=
 
Sa
nd
ys
Ne
xt 
to 
An
dr
ew
 
Be
lch
er 
St
. 
G
eo
rg
e's
W
ar
wi
ck
So
uth
am
pto
n
Sp
ou
se
s
Be
tty
M
ot
he
r
Ca
the
rin
e
Al
ice
Sm
ith
M
ar
tha
un
kn
ow
n
Lo
ve
un
kn
ow
n
An
ge
lin
a
un
kn
ow
n
i F
at
he
r
W
alt
er
Al
be
rt
As
tw
oo
d
Jo
hn
Ba
sd
en
17
74
G
ilb
er
t 
Bed
 l
ow
Re
joi
ce
Br
ya
n
Ba
pt
ize
d
Bir
th 
da
te
be
for
e 
16
90
c. 
18
77 0CO
1
LU c. 
18
63
18
C
27 
Feb
 
17
25
i L
ife 
Sp
an
169
0 
(B
efo
re
)
h -
h -
co
j 1
707
 
(d.
 A
fte
r)
18
20
-18
21
 (
d. 
be
tw
ee
n)
18t
h 
Ce
ntu
ry 
Ea
rly
/M
idd
le
CO
£CO 182
8 
(A
fte
r)
18t
h 
Ce
ntu
ry
I
16
92
 
(d.
 A
ug
us
t 
I 
26
)
17
25
 
(F
eb
ru
ar
y 
27
)-1
77
2 
(Ja
nu
ary
 2
, B
ur
ial
)
O
cc
up
at
ion
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Ca
rp
en
ter
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht/
S
hip Ca
rp
en
ter
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Fir
st 
Na
m
e
Jo
se
ph
M
ar
isc
ha
l
Al
oy
siu
s
Jo
hn
Be
nja
m
in
Ch
ar
les
G
ilb
er
t
Co
rn
eli
us
Ro
be
rt 
He
nr
y
Ad
am
Ge
or
ge
Jo
hn
St
ep
he
n
Su
rn
am
e
Ap
ple
by
As
tw
oo
d
Ba
sd
en
Ba
sd
en
Ba
sd
en
Bed
 l
ow
Be
dlo
w
Bo
or
m
an
Br
ow
n
Br
ow
n
Br
ya
n
Br
ya
n
75
j 5 PM*
E £  §3.
J r jS
« - 9>‘SS JQ- ir 2
J i
'E  a> c >
<3 to
f — CM
<ol-~
S-
I  c8
C  CO 
CD CM
I!
* 5- C  CM £  ^
<1 $O  QC
CO e  
<B «
s  P  O
3  |  £w  5  t-
* 2
-Si >
<55 
■s <
t - i gS o '"
cc
> « ?  
-5i >•C 0- 03 ± 
* - 8  c  J- 
-2 <
f-g
£ 8 
<§ 0£
co"
CNI CM
® ro
E 2.S> to
I S
s
-S
=  18T= O  --.E DC c 
ro is .2
Eco <5
M
t
03
£
<3
E>iz 4i a>2  -o
1
J
U J
£ s s< S ~o5 iu O
cd a> c c
< 2 g ®-o  CO
-  5 2-2
CB CO
<3
uj m
= cs=- <05  O
s
CD
u b CO
LT>
T'
< -S— M 
CM • »  
CO  CJ- 
CO  <0 1— CD
CD " 8  
.2 §
S 'S
•gI !> £  i.'sg.
£  IE a  co co o
OC
J2
CDa.
.s- &
£ =  CO
CO o
-s
1
&.& TO -<=O 42.
e-.fr<° -5 O 42.
CO
1 2  g - g
.fr e-1£ n 5 
CO O  £
o
o
S.
§o o o o o o
76
CO CM
- g  > >5  to co - 5
£  ■ -  CO
f  £
CO ’ ""L
l i
CO O )  
•i= COE «
* 3  J J% w 
( 3  &
I
co S  
£
< 8
<£>
CC
r to QJ
c mco« 4sCM - g  
X  CO5  Q -
Eco
X
-  p
1-8 cB CO
i f0} o Q cO
5 te ■>
£ § ,3
£
< 8
E5
I
§ §2 
CO CO
f i l l
CO 03 OH I
s
! P  . i 1
p i l loo co z  o: x
j g
%
CO
£
I
£
S : §  M re S . * 0  . 2  £• = EW  s  CD2w x
^ 0 . 0  £’ = E
CO S  CO 
5  a )  I
a>
CO c  OT
8 re § = £ ** E 2 re £  §  
U_ O  I— CD
- s
2  W
. g® "5S 3
1 jg££ 6< 5 2 0
CO
CO eg
f- CO E  .52o
J Z
>
CO
h" O h* CD o  o
.a ec 12
CO ^  
LL. Q
| -  
LU O
3>
< &< $
< C  0 . ■ §
i s
8 ‘g.p 
O < 0
—  —  N  
r-~- r ' -  '- g  to  co g - co oo ig
■05^5
J®  ? I9- -<f| o5
to  <  .£w jL 10
oo 2 .oo o ) 5  5  10 < Q O
e-.e-
ro  -£=
O  - 2 -
o
>
■ e
Eo
O % i
.2
O
tre
Q
Ereco
IS
0
■ g
Q
- 8
Q
77
78
£r E 
• s  g>
CO CO
r-~  i- '-  -j e\i ' I  
_ c  ^  CO O -
O  -55 c m  cm
£  t r  « £  
ra «  r .  E 5 £ c o  ®
CO >CO COE fC o
c  c o  
O 00 ^  h-
E .ro 00 X csi
I s :
C L ^
E co
CD “O£ o
=3 Oo o> co a:
.8
E
8O 10
LO 
LO 
t*^  I D  
t— CM 
>
E . .<d cm
-S '00 S o^  T" rn y
UT3 CD 
l O  _C) .
N  C  Cvl 
T— £= CO
U_ ^  ^
CD “P  £ O 
Z3 O  
O  <D
e  r .
O  CO 
1 0  -2 ^co cn z  x-
s Q _  OO 
CD §
s |  VL
2  S  ro  0 0 2
£r E
O  CD
o  t r
o  E co co
O
£
Eco £ c 8
E -o
CD CD
□ C  C£
CD
.CL) a>
 — fc C C  >
c S £ r a m S °  25 S £->:=T?r2 
i t  ^ - a  £  .2 S  ro 3
T 3  - a
8 —  
8  |  
CD *J=
-*=£= O  
CD —
^  o
C L  O  8 1
£  = £  CD^ .O
C  t
^  =  
5 = - 5
B-.9- e-.e- 0 )  - £ '  .9. & 3
CO
<5 -—
a> -B E- 3 E - . &  cu -£O -2-
79
S> c  - c f  >  o  c - d w O S L  
2 . a: - ==; 2  cc - a) c  o g>-o ]|" J  g>-o w'S B
| |  o l | I  o  E| -
"2 ro
CO £ c/) >  I  2
CM
a .co (D _ <0
r o  • =  i =  c  S
03r, >» a> o>
.s § 1 3 5o <d •■= o ro
CL Q  c i x  co
co $2
CL o :  Q
"§ "§ -S' ffl m >> I_
£  " 2  « - 0 5  OJ J 3  Q3
>  i  t ;  o  -e  to j= -g
0 3 . ,  o O w < U o r a " o 3  O Ej3ZQOllLU°I-
oj n
P  - C  03 
£ § O £ CO DCf g o o‘ |3J o - l i l l
o
§ 3=Q « 
^ COCO - Q 2 ro § ^  ^LL ^  CL £ S lU  O -
O —’■SS r= V) Q
>%co 
- O  ^
S.  re 
(-2. 03
s .  i—' CO 05 -C
o  r o
OO CD
lo w
O
3 o •^ r-
2 g-ZCO CO -2.
80
W
15
:9
7;
 S
ail
 to
 
ste
am
 
pp
. 
39
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
st
ry
 
No
ve
m
be
r 
18
,1
78
2
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
st
ry
 
(A
NG
/H
/P
V1
-P
V2
) 
N
ov
em
be
r 
3,
17
63
; 
No
ve
m
be
r 
27
,1
77
8;
 
No
ve
m
be
r 
24
,1
78
4
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
st
ry
 
No
ve
m
be
r 
23
,1
78
5 _
__
__
_
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
st
ry
 
(A
NG
/H
/P
V1
-P
V2
) 
N
ov
em
be
r 
24
,1
78
4
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
st
ry
 
(A
NG
/H
/P
V1
-P
V2
) 
N
ov
em
be
r 
3,
17
63
; 
Ma
y 
21
,1
77
6;
 M
ay
 
19
,1
77
7;
 N
ov
em
be
r 
27
,1
77
8
W
5:
22
5 
17
17
Pa
ge
t 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
str
y 
c. 
17
88
- 
18
42
 
(A
NG
-P
A-
PV
A1
) 
Ma
y 
26
, 
18
01
; 
Ma
y 
26
,1
80
3
W
10
:1
61
 
17
80
Ha
m
ilt
on
Ha
m
ilt
on
Ha
m
ilt
on
Ha
m
ilt
on
Ha
m
ilt
on
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Pa
ge
t
Sa
nd
ys
=
Pe
m
br
ok
e
Pa
ge
t
na
me
 
fro
m
 
so
m
ew
he
re
 1
)
Ha
m
ilt
on
R
ad
no
r
Ha
m
ilt
on
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Pa
ge
t
Pa
ge
t
M
ar
th
a 
Hi
ll 
17
83
M
iri
am
Ma
ry 
Le
a
M
ar
y
Se
on
Ja
ne
M
as
on
El
iza
be
th
W
ilk
in
so
n
O
ut
er
br
id
ge M
ar
y
un
kn
ow
n
Eli
sh
a 
Hi
ll
Jo
hn
 
Ho
llis
La
wr
en
ce
 
Ne
sb
it 
Ho
llis
Jo
hn
"c
ar
pe
nt
er
"
7 
Oc
t 
18
10
c. 
17
88
17
89
 
or 
17
90
M
19
C
be
for
e 
17
28
17
65
 
(b.
 b
efo
re 
to
 
be 
of 
ag
e 
to 
m
ar
ry
 
in 
17
83
)- 
18
25
 
(d
.)
COoo
17
17
 
(d.
 b
y 
Ju
ne
 
11
, 
wi
ll)
17
89
 
or 
17
90
18
10
 
(O
ct 
7)
 
Ba
pt
ize
d
19
th 
Ce
nt
ur
y 
M
id
17
28
 
(B
ef
or
e)
 -
 
17
80
/85
 
(d
. 
wi
ll)
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
C
ar
pe
nt
er
Sh
ip
C
ar
pe
nt
er
C
ar
pe
nt
er
 
\r
.L
:_
__
__
_
C
ar
pe
nt
er
(s
hi
p)
Sh
ip
C
ar
pe
nt
er
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip 
Jo
yn
er
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Ro
be
rt
Jo
hn
Bu
rg
es
s
El
ish
a
Jo
hn
W
.
Ro
be
rt
Th
om
as
Jo
se
ph
Jo
hn
W
illia
m 
Th
om
as
So
lom
on
 
J.
Jo
se
ph
Jo
se
ph
i ir ± ± ± ± Hi
ns
on
Ho
llis
Ho
llis
H
ut
ch
in
gs
H
oo
pe
r
In
gh
am
81
O <r-
to ft
l uro 2 D- <"S CM
S’S
CL ”
:-8IT) CO
w §> SS151 ’"-
E _ ®o >g § |  2 ”  2
co _«■2 .52 aQ 2n ffi C= ;S
CQ ,9J
|  .2, <P B © S3
tO f t
CD Z  Q- <£
0> CNJ CO5?!$ro  CO h -  
Q -  < r-
■s•c
CO
CL
CL
O
<53 8*Q_
i o f
S t^ o!
5  "si
(53 8*
CO r-
| l
I f
*i_
M
= i |
l . s f I S
_  o> =3 w' co >« - c
T 5 B -fN jQ =2 ■*- LO ofi 9" CO£ tiS  S2
■g*s
o
e jb
# 1 5W re-J2-
O
.9- &•
•E5?
5
aj
c/3
82
^  - 2
g g l
c s i CsT CO
3 ; v* at a> 
9? *T~ *T~ 
X  E  ■ j f  o '
03 CSJ CXJ
^  5  #  S'
£ j | f  *
So
uth
am
pto
n 
Pa
rish
 
Ve
str
y 
Re
co
rds
 (
An
-S
o-
PV
1-
3)
 2
0 
No
ve
mb
er 
17
57
h-T
d  ^  
u> n_
■ | S
oo Z  a . < O
W
6:2
51
£*i— co ■55 CM S >  
0) C ?  T -
1 E  5  
1 ^ 8  
&  10 So
3 1 -
2
LO
CMO
CO
■Jo ^  ?  a
Pa
ge
18
42
17
9S
1 i  8 1w5 CC 2 5 CO5
So
uth
am
pto
n
Pa
ge
t
So
uth
am
pto
n
W
ar
wi
ck
So
uth
am
pto
n
So
uth
am
pto
n
Ba
ile
y's
 B
ay
St.
 G
eo
rg
e's
De
vo
ns
hir
e
So
uth
am
pto
n
Pa
ge
t
So
uth
am
pto
n
So
uth
am
pto
n
W
alt
er
lot
 I
nn
 
(B
uil
t 
17
08
)
St.
 G
eo
rg
e's
Ha
m
ilto
n
COc
COc
© —  
c  i 8<  X CO
un
kn
ow
n
Ch
ar
ity
Ke
rse
y
El
iza
be
th
Br
ow
n
un
kn
ow
n
Ke
sia
h
Se
ym
ou
r
Je
an
Ca
m
pb
ell £  :g  
.8 - 1  
a  ■§
□  0 8 )
Jo
hn
Lig
htb
ou
m
Ja
m
es
Ed
wi
n
Lle
we
lly
n
Th
om
as
Ja
m
es
Lo
ng
hu
rst
Pe
te
r
M
all
or
y
W
illia
m
M
cC
all
an
Ro
be
rt
M
or
ris
CM
2
3
<0
M
19
C
19 
Ju
l 1
87
2
c. 
18
62
E/
M
19
C
2
h -
C
3
CO 17
C
• >■> - C
2
ET
I
£
^  E
O  CD
r 1 8 382 
(Ju
ly 
16
) 
ap
tize
d 
-1
73
11 
t O
cto
be
r 
4, 
wi
l
372
 
(Ju
ly 
19
)
CM
CO
£  "O  
C  S
I *£  " S
“ F 3
.2 ijj 
■s 15
■«- 0  co in 8^0 
(Ju
ne
 
6)
CO2
- o '
00
CO .— . K) 
7 
(d.
 b
etw
ee
i 
ay 
17
-Ju
ne
 
11
'
£  Q •«- CO X ) - - 2? U J t-  ^  - r - - - •«- CM v -  2
ar
pe
nt
er
(s
hip
)
Sh
ip
Ca
rp
en
ter
Ca
rp
en
ter
(s
hip
)
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Jo
ine
r
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
W
illia
m
Joh
n 
Jr.
Th
om
as
 H
en
ry
Th
om
as
Jo
hn
Ge
or
ge
Al
ex
an
de
r
Ro
be
rt 
Ja
m
es
Th
om
as
 J
am
es
Fo
re
ste
r
W
illia
m
Da
vid
Sa
m
ue
l
Jo
hn
Jo
hn
so
n
Jo
ne
s
Ki
ng
Le
ay
cra
ft
Lig
ht
bo
um
Lle
we
lly
n
Lo
ng
hu
rst
Lo
ng
hu
rst
M
all
or
y
M
all
or
y
M
cC
all
an
M
ills
M
or
ris
83
£ eu ro 32
CL  «=
_  CD ? Q. -0 . —  CD
1 — 
x 5 !
_Q CO
. E
-L . <135  >  z
co JC^ O =>
^ Q C  = i
,  ^  _03 ~® =5 ® 
0 5 - 0  CJ5 >  
CO ~  CO <15 
Q - S  CL Q
cz tn 
M 32 E 5
co co
X  C L
i* 8 I. a  g  .-=
- S - i  E
3 c r  w  " c :  8 | 1 |  
"o E  «  E c 13 13 O 5 3  C J E
O  > •  > *  o  COS g g o c i
CO
r -  ^  ^
«  s=s . 2  2
m 2  "5. o
CO 1—  _ J  CD
CU "PI Iw -§ 
- %  X
5  -
§ I
<15 CO 
X  X
co Q 
2  CO
CO o  
2  CO
g -e o <3 
§  €  
L L  O
-Q c:3 ££ ^  o  CO O
§ -e e  - e.2 c5
$
0535 -- 
- S  g5 |
3 - f ^ -
o »■ °  «1
CM
  05
^  -C3
^  E"tT 03 
05 >
<*2 O
< , x  > ,
r» -  .—
CD “o  CO T— S -  CM
CD* JZCM CO3c= 2- <u o® F-g g l
CO5? -oC (D  ^rsi lo »
l ^ c t l £ m
CO
co co 5 -Q
03
co  -o
CD
p a
E -g co _g
c
H < CD
co o Cl
I 13CD
0)
GO
O
84
17
:3
91
81
3
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
str
y 
M
ay
 
15
,1
77
5
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
str
y 
17
67
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
str
y 
17
67
; 
Ma
y 
22
,1
77
8
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
str
y 
M
ay
 
22
,1
77
8;
 M
ay
 
17
81
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
st
ry
 
No
ve
m
be
r 
19
,1
77
6;
 N
ov
em
be
r 
19
,1
77
6
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
st
ry
 
No
ve
m
be
r 
18
,1
78
2;
 M
ay
 
23
, 
17
88
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
st
ry
 
(A
NG
/H
/P
V1
-P
V2
) 
Ma
y 
23
, 
17
80
 
(J
oi
ne
r)
Ha
m
ilto
n 
Pa
ris
h 
Ve
str
y 
17
67
;
d
_ o
d
_ o
d
_ o
d
_ o
d
o
d
j o
d
O
d
O
d
O
E
CD
X
E
CD
X
E
CD
X
E
CD
X
E
CD
X
E
CD
X
E
CD
X
E
CD
X
E
CD
X
Mt
, W
yn
dh
am
 
(15
 
W
yn
dh
am
 
Hi
ll 
Ro
ad
, 
Ha
m
ilto
n)
Ha
m
ilto
n
H
am
ilto
n
Sa
nd
y 
M
ou
nt
 
(22
9 
No
rth
 
Sh
or
e 
Ro
ad
)
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Sh
ell
y 
Ba
y 
(S
mi
th 
Bo
ok
)
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Ha
m
ilto
n
Su
sa
nn
a
O
ut
er
br
id
ge Su
sa
nn
a
O
ut
er
br
id
g
e Ho
no
ra
Pe
ar
m
an
O
liv
ia
W
ilk
in
so
n
El
iza
be
th
 
De 
Ni
ce
 
Bu
rc
ha
ll
An
n
un
kn
ow
n
Ri
gh
to
n 
Ou
ter
b 
rid
ge
Ri
gh
to
n
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
Ar
th
ur
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
W
illi
am
Th
om
as
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
St
ep
he
n
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
W
illi
am
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
20 
Se
p 
17
95
4 
Ma
r 
17
98
Ma
r 
18
04
c. 
18
14
c. 
18
24
17
95
 
(S
ep
te
m
be
r 
20
) 
Ba
pt
ize
d
17
98
 
(M
ar
ch
 
4)
 
Ba
pt
ize
d
■
18
04
 
M
ar
ch
18
13
 
(d
.)
o o 18
24
 
0
■
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
Sh
ip 
Jo
yn
er
C
ar
pe
nt
er
C
ar
pe
nt
er
/S
hi
p
C
ar
pe
nt
er
Sh
ip
C
ar
pe
nt
er
Sh
ip
C
ar
pe
nt
er
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
C
ar
pe
nt
er
(s
hi
p)
Sh
ip
w
rig
ht
/J
oi
ne
r
C
ar
pe
nt
er
/S
D
ow
ni
ng
W
ilk
in
so
n
Jo
hn
 
Ri
gh
to
n
Jo
hn
 
Pe
ar
m
an
Le
on
ar
d 
Al
bo
uy
Jo
se
ph
 
Th
om
as
Jo
hn
 
H
en
ry
Ch
ar
les
 
W
.
D
an
ie
l
Da
ni
el
 H
ub
ba
rd
Jo
hn
Jo
hn
 
Jr
.
Jo
se
ph
 
Jo
hn
R
ob
er
t
Th
om
as
W
illi
am
Ou
ter
b 
rid
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
O
ut
er
br
id
ge
85
CO CM
ai
s  O -
-  LO 
r -  t -  
> *  >  
CD CD
S.S m
0  C  CO
1 §-?
0 )  CD CD 
- p  O  ^O 2? A-T 
d j  ^ 2  c o
C S t
CM -*f
cn ^—
o  C£
CO rz -*■ c
T-T <D<-> cc
£
E
« F ^  ®
co c o " 
E»oJ!
J i t  I3 5 -  >
o
c8
CO
3=1CD
Ll_
CO0000
Eco _Q
CD
CO
CO <D
§ 1  3 »
ro C o  E 
c :  •— _ c  - oro g -e ro ra oj ° °2 Gbz or
D O ®  
r o  ^  
E c
CD CO CO O  CO >  * =  -Ci:S P 5,5^ ■ vzJ5rT -B ^i?  <D 03 E
GO L i.  CD LL. CO i n  CO ( 8
ro § J?
■I § 3
05 Q5£ E
CT3 03
O  Q
- S i
J l
LU IT
CD .2
O  CO is «a i <T-.
m  ■? E «
I  1 < 3■0 3  0
<  CD 5
^  05
$  CL O  0 3
S -  E
CO <D
>2 o S-
■* I s
-Q ^ CO !?2 
CO QJ - p  LO-c  E cn
1 1CD
O f e
CO T _05 --C. r -  CM
9 -
. 03
o
E - . 9 -
03 - co -i2-
- c  p -
86
s
i— i o o  
o  5 CM N
l iCD t -  
>
Q  CNJ
CD “O
£
CO g
U J  - g  Q _
§ S 2 
h -  i -  CD
2 -S wC= E §66 ^  S
5  6  5
I s
I ^  o o  
I 2 -  
i o to r^ - 
2 C  o o  o  
. -  i _  o o5 3^-
CO  C  CD® r  ^  
i - i f i i
qj (ST ®> CO >O § O
5
j_ EO CD >  >  03 O
£ J
> CVI ^ 
>  •»“  
w> CL
C  O  T t  
£  2  c o
x  S - t :
C L  CNJ 
03 §
c8
CD
£
o
O
o
|1 m
X  ID  CL
X Z h= < LU X^ 5 o
|  a
I  5
o  CD
03 ro "5 £■> 03 TO Os  o
03 O 
O 03
§ I
L L  X
—  “  
-c E o  co
3
" c
<5 T d -8 S. ELO CD
CO
>*t!
S-2 -S- E ~oS > s  g  go o Q  CL
. e -  e - e - . e - e-.e
.s E E O .1.8
$
87
i r i
3  Eif) COs 1
CD
—D - d  c  O  cO) <D
C  £  CL£ Q- _2
—^— (— CO£ Wl
E o5~H 
W . E  o
% 2  £ 
O  B 1>“ rai 
? C L  O
° € §
1  8  C/5s i sO O «— -
a> y> 
f c  O )  CO » -
fo S  S
L L  “  - o  C^ Q.°  "£ ^ w  
CD Q _  CD CD
£ §. S I
Q .  CD =,— <1) ^
CO T -  —
O co*5 ■§
s i(Z <Do m
n fe E
E  CD 3  
W  — - E
c? c :  0 >
J O  - C
I §in jn 
c o  S  5 c
•c > •'“« a. £>
<= CSJ
« EEL 8
E —  CD 
co  tn _ q
£  "E E
3  0  0 ) 
O  O  >
( / )  0 )  o
£^ < '=!' 
- fc  >  0 5% °r c= > < .  
_!- CL CO
•=  ^ s
£ 1 !  
®  CN 5Js>-^  £
t>0 ^> <J= °i-1 6 CO Z9:
<d  c s j  r —S’-'* co ra co n
D .  t -  r -
tn
co E:
O  M 
03 S  O CT 
—  CZOj <
03 g  CO
05 CD - _  
in  c o  ^  D !■— Q
SoOto
CDI
p  CO o  , m § Q o cn y> 
E r s e
03 03 -3T. 03 
in CO s  CT 
O  CO £  COo: o. co cl
s s
uj co z  L^<c E ^  - i  «  E < y S ™CX3^ g> TO
t E d 2 ( N | C  <D qq
8 w  t ■ - .  Wcn  _cz 03 in0) C CJI EVEXI ■*■ O o®  o  To S  O
C £  Q  2 -  o  O  Q
CD 8f g  s co TO
&■£ 
to E 
x  co
<5 E • I  E
U J  CO
c3P: E
O  <D 
o o  x i  
x : E
CD CD
CD j g 'C N
O J o  N-d® P: TO- « r- m 2
• s  <d 
3 c  -CO 
a .  cd . S -  LE P-J= w
E
CD
88
 _Q
E
O
O  a> to a> £  O'
- j E
GO CO
iu
Q. °0CD 
p  OO 
1c  'r__ 
<2 co 
§  ™  
£  S'
O  !2
-2 CD 
to Z  Q- <
^ >n-"7 
-£= t o  ± ;
o  r-~
J 2  "55 isi 
O
-i M
CT3 
^  2
O  LO 
^  ^
<D CM
S '
o  r^ P o
O  Q-;
^  E
03 «=Ob 1^-
C/5 C/5 CO
J Z - C J Z
P P E
CO CO CO £ Eco
CM =
II ""3-U« •— y5 -c oo | S l m 1 |  J  «> £
o  <u o  w E
O  Q  O  Q  CO
Eco Eco -\— 1 1 . 0 3  C
E
CO
a> E
tz
CD c  . 2  
£  ® . »  
B O ®
S  CL CL
. 1  =S 1 = f  8 .
<  CO
E  a3 
o  -o
CD co
"q_ 03 8S' c cI 8 su- 8  > - CO t  2 .<  or
f  8
c  _
C  c o l
e  ^  f;
. Q  -Q  CM
<D
s
10 o 2
^  T— - Q  
OO O
r- 00
JO 
" O  CO
CO __
“  E
CO -2 
CM Q -  
CO-P  CO
e - . e - E - .9 -ra -E O XL
CD
Eco
-
8 8
8 8 .CO CO
. .
8 8 8
8 2 8
CO co CO
89
•> r~-—  r n
M E
' F  P
> ' r tu £>f h ~< ' — co Q- -
CD co co 
Z  c o  ooX < t=
(/)*c co 
03 CM
I I
E  _ p  o  
X  X
p Sl-c_ Cl (D 
CD o  
c o  c
N  " O  O  
t — l— Q
■E 3
8  2  0) O
£  "  
CD
• c  ^ r
03 CM
I I
E  2
.8 O  CO~  r*- 
E  ^  45 co
X  CM
— -O
^  E
O  <13</> g
- J  E  ^ r
00 CO CM
— X)
^  E
O r f -  
^  CM .  
_ C  ^ CO
o  1  ^to p 2r£ cc 4?
^  ^  GO
-  E  £  co co L-
Q  t ' -j= f~-
E  —
CO
3§ < 
■ s ."
£J2 r— ,_
£  co 
COc8S
C "  c o  
cd  r^-
■ E  E  CM r
0 3  Q5 LO
n  »  i n  S -  =
m-  ( O S , ® - ;o  p  •>— co 5
i l
£  E55 2 c l  r z r
t  < 8 1
X3 =-d  ^
r -  253 </> 
c o  E . S - 8CD o  
§ §
e - . e - e-.e
. c  p  9- 
W  O  r a
e-.e e - . s - e - . e -
P  - C
O  - 9 -
5
CL.
l c
CO
8 8
8 8 .
CO CO
5
90
«  $  ■e a:
85 §i> is r-~ ■— 10 r- S'f— 
. t o
i -  » ( D  
CM >  CM
• C  CO 
03 CM 
CL ^  _
r  CD CO
m  °°-P tr
e - . s -
ra °045 r-
e - .sco -cO >f2J
I S
S " 05O  cp
W S  E  TZ J5 o  5 SiE
= se
.£  co
i=  • §
< 3 1
M .  Q _  Q .  —  J D
_Q  CD
§ 2 5
^  CD c  
co O  p
<d  ^  E  
c  C 5  
i c e  
a> <d  a>
co ^< -  tfs
* e  g
m  ^„   Is -  i _m Q *0 03
™ * £ <U "S 
S3 o "S g
O  C£5 
— CD
co
S  t o  O  
h iLT 0 )
.£ 2
<1)
™ il ■§ -5
E co 
§ V
> *  » -  £  
^  E
c o
^ 8 % 
g - ~  a3
E  03 JO  
CO -O  £
8
8
8
. 9 -  e -
■g
CNJ O
- e l  ^ o I
5 £ "2
m  O  O
O
."S
CM
£  c =
s l ! S“ c  5 T05 m S 1 
”  "  - C  2 “ o S E -g a> o 2 J»
! CO =
:  J  E
. =; co a?
s « j £ «
cd o  i i  J  o
c r  c r - o  o q :
"O O fls.a; a . E 
b  r  i :  I T
CO CO CD 
"* C  u
2 :  “  >  —M’ (D ?, ■~z'
Q35 c= 'pr- 
CL 03 . £ -IE P--*= 
co  co i£ -
p CN
- ^ 8  o c  -Q
to o  ES P
=3 O Jg
^  o ~  
S 045 £jz ^ r  ^  1 | 2
§  ^sCD o 5o Q Z ?
I >^ S
t  H ^ ro Ec r o  m  d  c o  ^  .hr crf^
if) 03
c  o  
> -8 
□  j =
03
■ S  ■ §  S. E
_ c  m
CL C
-  > s
O  (— ^ c/3 
cn eg
c/s co03 “3E CD 
. 2  cn o to > $
$  CD
B.i
1 ^
± 3  r-~- o o
2  ' -  <D
O  £ Z—3 3— S5
=  c^ o  
3 r o  t r  
c  cm t :
• — •<— 03 
"D  §  O
c/3 o cvj
(2 23 CL CO 2 S
SiS|
< s ? "OT s §s  Q ojg o Q 00 • ot -  CT3
CNJ
o a s
r~ -  i 03 co T— CNJ , 'o CO
t o  c u
cu o
_Q COE
■*=- Q3C/3 -g03 E-fc 03 LfiC/3 3> O.03 ^ OO
CD— I—
CD
1 53
» -  _QCD E
"E j=
CD O
o "c7)— o 
to E
CD ^  £zE cl _ roO TO F .Z JO
- E  o  i  - >  c :
- O  =  >< - C
1 1 5 ^
£ = . 2  c  c  3cS Q. O F O
^  CL 03 £  JO® TO .= 3C ' " -5 Q3 -SJ TO X3 S  m ■£-
Si §
z l f j
aZ X h
ECO p  £
03 £03 o
-35 A- o
S  c/3 _  fc CO .-~ pE g  ^Q sz E ~ CO -8 = X, -C CO -g-L CD 03 o re
■o a» °  S  z  "o oTO ^ g E _ . CD >O 3  o CL ONJ O 03o' co ccoJiKO
XT > 
X Q
ffl o  >
i z  a> (D
O  c  o
CO < h-
o  - e03 03 -Q -O
03
* ££ g
= 3 = 0 -
X  CQ - O
CD . c*c -9 E — 
03 'gj .2. ffi
o 5. o g g.-T5* i  LL M I_■Cd
J D  >
S-S
£  03
 ^"i03f*- ^
03 <C
0-.S-
■ E  53
3  c: -rr>
Q . 0 3 . Q -
jE P--C CO CD -2-
91
92
o  CC
J2
te |  fS
tn -O 
>  i  co
f | |cc - -  -n co
O  CNJ2 oo > s
>0000
J Z  0 5  o  
CO N  CO
c  £ _  
O  <15 CD> > o Q) Oco Q Z ^
<15 ^  £
e - .9 -.cL <0 -e O J2-CO
Ib
e-.&
-Hr U J  CO o
§ 5 2>
®  CO  
Q  cnj
e-.e-ro -f= O 3
Eco
I
r o  co 
c | §  
X o ^
18
I I I
O  c -
»  o  -35
§ 0 0
93
1 ^ * 1«» O r o  w
(A  J C  t s  £
2 w 42
^ ! ia 3? >*-&(B g. in in
I®^OQ-S »
CC w in » -£ :§ £
s   ^T~- co ev
35 . E ~
S ^ l£*■ to E-- > >g  ^  oE3•fr csiO  r~-
c s io> 3 ;5;
> s C O  
J =  CM
« >» 
■§*
o
id  22
*j E
C/D CO
•8•S5■§»
s i
CO ^  
CL CM£ -
•s1/5 £
■5•c
CO -
c E
E
CO
M0)
CO>* Sa>
CO>0
2CO J
C<0
CO
.a S>
Eco
S-§SX I  C  r =E.51? a X 5 I
£
” - 1 1 1 !  §1S 'E c |  'E~L o ro O — roS-cr x  2  5  x <55 ECO
< 1= o
E I05 .£= E ®-j§ :§ §  i
m  cm h- C' 1-0 CMr- w .h- &*
5 - . S - .
3 , 2 • a ,  |
CM 05 
£  2?
c s l CO
£  ffi
• co • co
^— 10 s «
>*t=»
2
1*8o -.3 X a.
r -  <3
O33
I *» C -3- Q _  fl> Q .s  e-*-c co co 42. f | fw TO 42.
I.
< *5
<55 c/5
CO CO3 3
o 0>
F £
o o
O O
^ na. j= J3 o>co cr
E
oo
<■E<oE<uco
94
W
9:1
0t
11 
17
72
; S
ou
tha
m
pto
n 
Pa
rish
 
Ve
str
y 
Re
co
rds
 (
An
-S
o-
 
PV
1-3
) 
No
ve
mb
er 
21
,1
76
1;
 
Ma
y 
15
,17
64
; M
ay 
25
,1
76
5;
 
Ma
y 
21
,1
76
7
Pa
ge
t P
ari
sh
 
Ve
str
y 
c. 
17
88
- 
184
2 
(A
NG
-P
A-
PV
A1
) 
No
ve
mb
er 
23
,1
79
9;
 M
ay 
26
, 
18
01
So
uth
am
pto
n
Pe
m
br
ok
e
Pa
ge
t
Pe
m
br
ok
e
Ba
iley
s 
Ba
y
Ha
m
ilto
n
So
uth
am
pto
n
Pa
ge
t
Sa
nd
ys
Ha
m
ilto
n,
Lo
ya
l H
ill 
(3
4 
Lo
ya
l H
ill 
Ro
ad
, 
De
vo
ns
hir
e)
Ne
xt 
to
Qu
arr
ies
 B
elo
w 
St
on
eh
av
en
 o
f 
on 
No
rth
 S
ho
re
 
ro
ad
Eu
nic
e
M
ar
y
un
kn
ow
n
Ar
ab
ell
a
Au
gu
sta
Du
ns
co
m
b W
ilh
elm
in 
a 
Ja
ne
 
(M
ee
na
) 
Sm
ith
An
n
Du
ns
co
m
b Us
ed 
fo
r 
sh
ipb
uil
di 
ng 
as
 
ea
rly 
as
 
16
88
Na
tha
nie
l
Ya
tes
Na
tha
nie
l 
Joh
n 
Ya
tes
i
Joh
n 
Da
nie
l
(Jo
hn
ny
)
Yo
un
g
Joh
n 
Zu
ill
Cr
aw
l P
oin
t 
Co
tta
ge
 
on
 
No
rth
 
Sh
or
e 
Ro
ad
 
in 
Ha
mi
lto
n 
is 
now
 
an
 
ab
an
do
ne
d 
ru
in
8 
Feb
 
18
07
8 
Feb
 
18
07
26 
Au
g 
17
92
o
CO
2 4 
Au
g 
18
47
c. 
18
79
be
for
e 
17
70
177
2 
(d.
 b
y 
M
ar
ch
 
14
)
18
07
 
(F
eb
rua
ry 
8)
 
Ba
pti
ze
d
184
7 
(A
ug
us
t 4
)
o>
r**-
CO 177
0 
(B
efo
re
)
179
2 
(A
ug
us
t 2
6)
 
Ba
pti
ze
d
go
es
 w
ay 
ba
ck
, 
ori
gin
all
y 
ow
ne
d 
by
 
the
 
Ri
ch
es
, t
he
n 
Pe
re
ien
tT
ro
tt
mid
 
19t
h 
ce
nt
ur
y
Sh
ipw
rig
ht/
C
ar
pe
nte
r
(s
hip
)
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ip 
Jo
yn
er
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Sh
ipw
rig
ht
Se
th
Na
tha
nie
l J
oh
n
Na
tha
nie
l
Jo
hn
 S
am
ue
l
Le
on
ar
d
Ad
dis
on
Ro
be
rt 
Ja
m
es
 
Pa
tto
n
Jo
hn
 O
.
Cr
aw
l o
r 
cr
au
le 
po
int
 in
Ha
mi
lto
n 
has
 8
 
shi
p 
bu
ild
ing
 
sit
es
Da
vis
 a
nd
O
ute
rb
rid
ge
Sh
ipy
ar
ds
Ya
te
s
Ya
tes
Ya
tes
Ya
tes
Yo
un
g
Zu
ill
Zu
ill
95
3
" 2
• I
»R
>5
oq
&
£
<u
• S
' o '
R
©
©
<d
CD
!<
cd
©
R
Z§
cq
I
#
00
3
3
X
&x75
75
CD
£ 3
3
3
'B
co
"X75
CD
3cr
- o
I<4-1
o
C/54->o
2 -
<D
X
T3
CD4—>
. 2
" oo
C/5
C/5
3
75T3
CL)
CDT3
13
<L>
>
CD
C/5
(DLi
<D£ T3
8 J
J g  4>
h  -3
©
00
in
«-i
CD
X
O
-4-4
o
o
gi
c
(DT3
2
<D
e
0  
U  
* oc .c3 o 
/—N N  
3  3  
3  t-H
£ «  t> cd
1  s
u  o
O fS
J  s
I—I ^
3  CD
X  3  
x  o 
.2 *3
?  <  
3  ^
^  *■"O  <w
4 )  ^
s  £o ^  
o
«  g  PQ §
tS 60
CD c/5
x  ■ -
O  CD02 
00.2 
.S X& % 
<D ^
— H - Q
22 3  3
- o  —
3  c«
- S 2X  r*
g § 
J3 —
CD §
B  ^4—' 4—>00 ^ 
. &  —  
* £3  CD JJ ^
. 2  §  
^  6  
x  J >00 X *C c b  (D
1 ° .
1
‘E §
3  X
s - g
•& 1D  X
C/5 's—*/
2  c ^  o
5 . 1
§
X
C/5
c
o>
<D
Q
#c
<z>
T3
O
2
<n
.. 2 "O ^
S3  CNX 4—1
75
3
O
X
X
a
3
3
75
300
T 3
g
03
CD
<D
CD
X
CD
X
o
3o
§ -
cd
o
o
3
CD
75
2
O n
1 3
~ a
<D
75
c3
(D
CD
CD
Q
3
O
"So
3
1
cd
§
X
• a
§
o o
X
o
U
3
7 5  0 3
4> CD „  
* £  C/3 4 )
3  ,  OQ
2  -fi I3  -4-* X  3  S- 750 0 3
OQ W
B  
. 2  
* 3
CD
&
H
i
o
3
#o
1 3
x
3
O
CD
o
3
CD
75
2a.
13
wd
CD
75
3
CD
CD
CD
- 3
75
CD
£
H
1 3
i
J 313
£
o o
3  
• ^00
3
O
13x
CD4^
3
X
2
<-i
o
00
3
‘ o b
3
13x
2  75
3  ’O
3
Xo
3  
3
3
o
g $
.S
3
O>
CD
Q
7 5
CD
0
3
CN
3
O4-J00
3
1
4>
13
H
3
I
cT
4)
OQ
o
4 -*
3
CD
7 5
3
2
o
>
CD
00
#s'4—»
3
<D
>->
5—1
On O  fN W)00 c
r-H CD 
CN 0 0  
CD 3  
3  O  3  75
L-.
3
CD
X-3
g
•S
3
X
1-4
4 )
X
~o
g
3O75
3
XO
04 
13
3
PC
CD
4-*
X00
3
3T3T3
g
00
75
X
<4-1o
3O
• 9*475755> c75 g 75 SO 00X c
.S 2
£ I
- 6 >< «o
U
3
S3
'3 1
CD
3H
3
e3
3
s  «
o*S
1-4 T3 CD r-
3  3
<3 
3  7)  
4 ) T 3
7 5  —
X
o
75
3
CD
T 3
7 5
CD
CD
g
T 3
<DT3
SO
OQ
I X
5  J, .S
U  v i X © 3 0
So
ut
h 
- 
by 
lan
ds
 o
f 
Joh
n 
Ha
rri
ot
t 
now
 
de
ce
as
ed
, 
in 
oc
cu
pa
tio
n 
of 
his
 w
ife
 
Re
be
cc
a 
and
 
he
r 
da
ug
ht
er
s 
W
es
t 
- b
y 
lan
d 
of 
Ri
ch
ard
 
W
itt
er
 T
yn
es
96
/ . , X  ~ 4 <  A  ?'--'-? —  > -y........ *•—-•■•
\ ; ' i >  *
T  t o  j vl 
5 {dk* i,. J> \*A 'm ■
4 -i ^ ^
- V
s i  -//
•” V -
2l*t /£  .
Fi
gu
re
 
27 
- 
BD
A 
A
rc
hi
ve
s:
 C
ol
on
ia
l 
Su
rv
ey
or
- 
PW
D 
10
7/
16
 
(c
. 
18
37
) 
D
iv
isi
on
 
of 
lan
d 
of 
Jo
hn
 
C.
 H
ill
 a
nd
 
Be
nj
am
in
 
S. 
W
ill
ia
m
s. 
La
nd
 
sh
ow
s 
tw
o 
bu
ild
in
g 
lo
ca
tio
ns
, 
on
e 
ju
st
 
ne
ar
 
ou
r 
po
in
t 
lab
ele
d 
“o
ld 
ya
rd
”, 
an
d 
on
e 
“B
ui
ld
in
g 
pl
ac
e” 
sli
p 
cla
im
ed
 
by 
N
at
ha
ni
el
 T
yn
es
. 
No
w 
sin
ce
 
th
is 
do
cu
m
en
t 
da
te
s 
to 
18
37
, 
the
 
N
at
ha
ni
el
 T
yn
es
 
in 
qu
es
tio
n 
wo
ul
d 
be
 
the
 
son
 
of 
the
 
fa
m
ed
 
sh
ip
bu
ild
er
 
wh
o 
de
ce
as
ed
 
in 
18
07
. 
H
ow
ev
er
, 
the
 
lo
ca
tio
n 
of 
the
 
“o
ld 
ya
rd
” 
is 
fa
irl
y 
clo
se
 
to 
the
 
ya
rd
 
du
bb
ed
 
the
 
Ty
ne
s 
Ba
y 
sh
ip
ya
rd
 
in 
the
 
pr
ec
ed
in
g 
do
cu
m
en
t. 
W
hi
le 
it 
is 
po
ss
ib
le
 
th
at 
N
at
ha
ni
el
 T
yn
es
 
ha
d 
an
ot
he
r 
ya
rd
 
or 
th
at
 t
he
 
su
rv
ey
ed
 
ya
rd
 
pr
ed
at
es
 
him
 
en
tir
el
y,
 n
o 
ev
id
en
ce
 
of 
a 
se
co
nd
ar
y 
ya
rd
 
in 
th
is 
ar
ea
 
wa
s 
fo
un
d.
 
If
 
su
ch
 
a 
ya
rd
 
ex
ist
ed
 
it 
ha
s 
lon
g 
sin
ce
 
be
en
 
bu
ilt
 u
po
n 
an
d 
qu
ar
rie
d 
aw
ay
 
as 
w
el
l.
97
EjTfrvv" ’ .
is v
98
Fi
gu
re
 
29 
- 
PW
D 
10
7/
10
 
Ri
ch
ar
d 
G
ilb
er
t 
D
ill
 a
nd
 
W
ill
iam
 
C.
 T
yn
es
, 
c. 
18
25
. 
Th
is 
ma
p 
cle
ar
ly
 
sh
ow
s 
a 
bu
ild
in
g 
pl
ac
e 
in 
the
 
lo
ca
tio
n 
of 
the
 
Ty
ne
s 
Ba
y 
ya
rd
. 
Th
us
, 
at 
lea
st 
by
 
18
25
, 
th
er
e 
wa
s 
sh
ip
bu
ild
in
g 
oc
cu
rr
in
g 
th
er
e. 
H
ow
ev
er
, 
th
is 
ma
p 
cle
ar
ly
 
sh
ow
s 
a 
su
bs
ta
nt
ia
l 
ba
y 
as 
w
el
l, 
wh
ich
 
co
nt
ra
di
ct
s 
the
 
ide
a 
th
at
 a 
lar
ge
 
po
rti
on
 
of 
the
 
sli
pw
ay
 
wa
s 
ac
ti
ve
ly
 
qu
ar
rie
d 
aw
ay
 
an
d 
th
us
 
de
m
on
st
ra
tin
g 
th
at 
th
is 
ya
rd
 
wa
s 
no
t 
us
ed
 
by 
N
at
ha
ni
el
 T
yn
es
 
to 
bu
ild
 
the
 
D
ri
ve
r.
 
Th
e 
siz
e 
of 
th
is 
ya
rd
 
an
d 
its 
lim
ite
d 
sp
ac
e,
 s
ug
ge
st
s 
th
at
 t
he
 
ve
ss
el
s 
bu
ilt
 
he
re
 
we
re
 
no 
la
rg
er
 t
ha
n 
60 
to
ns
, 
ru
lin
g 
it 
ou
t 
as 
the
 
N
at
ha
ni
el
 T
yn
es
 
ya
rd
 
th
at 
bu
ilt
 t
he
 
D
ri
ve
r. 
H
ow
ev
er
, 
th
is 
ac
kn
ow
le
dg
em
en
t 
len
ds
 
fu
rt
he
r 
cr
ed
en
ce
 
to 
the
 
re
nd
er
in
g 
of 
the
 
ya
rd
 
wi
th
 
a 
sm
al
le
r 
ve
ss
el
 w
hi
ch
 
wo
ul
d 
ha
ve
 
be
en
 
ty
pi
ca
l 
of 
th
os
e 
bu
ilt
 b
y 
W
ill
iam
 
an
d 
Ri
ch
ar
d 
W
itt
er
 T
yn
es
.
99
Xfi
*
£
1
V3
ce
JmX/iU
<Ua
£o
Vh n
O
G
*3
X
cd
o>
&u
a>
Op
OU
O h
A
CO
cn
4>
G
H
uo
to
.22 O
J3 hJ
o U
PQ 00 ^
g  AT
’c« O n
O h 
X
ocd , 2”5
SC<d x
^  CO 
VO ON 
OO <=>N 
f "  ^
.2 — 
- g  5  
3  5 ,
<D
*° £.22 &o
*-C * c  
r z  £  
n |
P  ' Cc /3
xn cd 
‘ C  ®O  C/5
* 3CD> Vh
-  <d
• s  «
*s £
O h
CD_J-i
2 c
C/3
co>
CD
o
CD
, c
' C
CD
J 3
cd
O
.0)C+-I
NO
r~ . c/3
,-H O
x  H
£  |  
S  2  
O h ^
I p
I  §C/3
CD>
O
Xed
CD
Vh
PH-*
G
CD
T 3
G
X
C4—I
O
-  ^  tG  C cd
. 5 ?  . 2  f f i
S cd JO
O h O h 
P  CD 
o  c/3 
O  O
O h
•
J O
0 0
w C-H -
S  0 3  
r ^ »  GH cd
G
Xo
<D
(D
. 2
* 3
G
JO
■HH
a
z
5  oo
,CD O  U-* i
• r  m  > o
C/3
x
td
15
CD
O h
O
t-i
O h
CD
JO
• c
CD
JO
_ d
CD
PC
NOr-
C/3
<D
g .
H
Vh
CD
’Hcd
JOo
5
G
O
C/3
cd
CD>cd
JO
»-l
CD
x
CD
G•c
CD
JOcd
u
<g 2
^ oo
- o
i ON
JO *- 
00
* C  ^H
a .  *  .sr o
j o  o
Cfl
»  (3CD J 2
s  S
H  2
CD
00
. 2
I
>%
ts
<D
O h
Ou .
O h
CD
JO
O
C/3
cd
£o
T 3
SC
r^~
m
O n
m
C-i
(DXl
CD
O h
CD 
00
G 
O
ed G.2 '5
• o  s
.22 J
f  oo o  cd 
c£  C/3G O  
o  &
e  -
(D
-B
T 3
D
I
O
O
Oh
S
ON
X
(X)
CD G 
G
H  CD
u 2 « t515 cd 
: r  Oh
CD
Q
"G
t -cd
G toCN
X  O  
^  00
r -
D
X
^  G 
cd "Z
f l l  C/3^  i )  
C/3 Gcd
T S  U
X  X  
§ ^
- 1
< £  P <  
-  ^
§ °• fll
ts s
<D ^o
C/3
cd
00G
£
O
£
(D
XC/3 O h
'■So
g>1
X  CD 
% (D
1 *
S .S
3 "
CD
2cd
C/3
CDx
C/3
.edx
C/3
CD
g .
H
CDX
cdXH->
C/3
C/3
CD
S-I
p
CD
C/3
CD
C/3
2
£
CD
2 cd
C/3
CD X+H
> >  X 
00 
_G
2 2
' 3  x
_ O h
d  >^5 x  MX  Ch_
.s 2Vic/5 cd 
CD
O h O  
O h OO 
Vh
CD 
>  
O
CD
C/3G
O>
CD
Q
C/3
«-i
X
C/3
CD
CD -+-* 
O  
O h
C/3
X  o
05 tS
03 
H
a <x> 2S
£  *><§>
•Si S s  
t :  §  - 2
! ^ £ -
<31 a
C  -a
co
CD ^
S- 1 CD
■ S n C3^
CD•2 -s;
fo
ot
 D
riv
er
 
in 
17
96
. 
Wh
ile
 
thi
s 
loc
ati
on
 
is 
un
pr
ov
en
, 
it 
re
ma
in
s 
hig
hly
 
lik
ely
 
and
 
a 
pla
ce
 
ce
rta
inl
y 
wo
rth
y 
of 
fu
rth
er
 
ex
am
in
at
io
n 
in
 
the
 f
ut
ur
e. We
 
can
 
be 
ce
rta
in 
tha
t 
the
 
Na
th
an
ie
l 
Ty
ne
s, 
of 
the
 
Dr
ive
r 
fa
m
e, 
bu
ilt
 h
is 
shi
p 
els
ew
he
re
, 
as 
the
 f
ol
lo
wi
ng
 
gr
ap
hi
c 
wi
ll 
sh
ow
 
tha
t 
the
 
Ty
ne
s 
Ba
y 
ya
rd
 
is 
far
 t
oo 
sm
al
l 
to 
ha
ve
 
bu
ilt
 a 
ve
ss
el 
of 
tha
t 
siz
e 
eve
n 
if 
so
me
 o
f 
the
 s
lip 
had
 
be
en
 
qu
ar
rie
d 
aw
ay
.
100
101
jh xtttiP
3
" O
0)72
D73 
<L> 
O  :— 
3 
OGO
S?
O
V.
■§
u .
93
r -o <N
NO
o
Q
£fx
m
oo
£
l Q
Q b 
^  Q
VO ^  (N CU
O  J  
OO „ r c/T 
~  £ — o .2
o
73 rp
s  £
Cq 33 E— CO
J
£
a
- a
s-
0 3
X
o
£
C3
‘P
<UCQ
ro
ON
00
. p
" 3■4—*
<u
X
•4—>
G>
1)
P,
o
CL
O>3 1)
!= §  ^  u
p
_ o
'73j—
4)>
C3
-4—*
‘ob
Q
a>o
£M—
o
o  ^ _
2  £
w - x
ob *
o  «
*- ^  T3 P
> ,  ST
SC
u 5
£
3
CO
T3
• _
3
X
73
T3
C
0 3
P
03
s
T 5
|3
x
03
T 3
3
£§
CQ
1o
o
03
Tn b  —‘
c3 P 
T3 C 
3  a> 
P 
£  ^  q> O
CQ . 2
P oo £  
£
°  >—» 4- £—J' 1 ^3  -3  On P|
P -
<3 — ,
2  o^  ON 
<D
0 0  I c3 t"~ 
>  On 
C3 OO 
CO *—i
ON
CM
OO
o CO
o o p "
o
cJ OX)_ p
c
o *-*
73 3
p
X c
73
3
p
OJ
•4-4
"5
£
3
H
, p
o r—<
U £3
33 ’P 1
P
3
+-*
P
<U
f f l
■4—>
O -3
'£ §
3
X
P
O
-p 73
o -
<D
73 £#o O 73
*” •» ‘5
P
-P §
o •—
u l—s Cu
e P
s: 6 6
C3 4> <D
g
s : a> <U
£ X) X
£ a> <u
O •—3 3
-4-> -4->
C P
<u <D•'i ”0 - o
0Q cM P
ooo
I
moo
U  
— 1
U
CQ
>
CLh
>
Q
a
2<
3 -o
>
Q
>
Dh
COo
>
Q
>
c u
73
0)
73
<L>>
X
73
* Ca
Cu
<D
J-l
x
73
P
o
>
0)
a
102
T 7 ~
Tt't; 1 v*P< / - 'Vi I; < ’* . »«■• '  # , V-’*:
* r /I v * / * ' \ * • • • I
w-,/ ***;v V
r# -V * /
■1' 'DO
o  m  >h  a o  o  
a  z  o
$ # f W
ox/tOT «*
„ - 3
.S ' * -"1™"“ 
< * « rS iP » “ V  - i jis*<nTC
SL- W  7 .  y -T  f W  — | • “ * ~ »
/  ■ \  *v " ' 2*■.// > Z 'S ~ Z  J-*^- LI. * ,
- « ■ U - . w  H  *  *
■ j ’ f^ 1
= f |?  • ‘  "  ‘
n ±
.attro0 ------- Tod . , , * _>0 o
^■•p »Ttr ,v . / ^  tto» stn 
J o  p t p » _  H  ^ h o o t v .  -  8  T O  03
• J o m  — - I  « o y  . , „ . _  - e?rtf
| t f l |
- -  ^ T^ k
• /  • . . . . V
p“*r «., ■• "™nv pj»tu.I “s ■•■™
•*»* •« « *  T8”" *n
„  o,tv ;.**j j °O £  TJ
■ ■
a> ll
at i j  lti
103
Bibliography
Primary Documents
(Used to Construct Table 1)
National Archives o f Bermuda 
Book of Wills:
1707 Will of Benjamin Basden. W3, 2:191
1820 Will of Charles Basden. W15
1832 Will of Mary Vardel Basden. W15.368
1774 Administration of the Estate of Gilbert Bedlow. Adi :47.
1828 Will of Adam Brown. W15:268.
1835 Will of John George Brown. W15:387 
1772 Will of Stephen Bryan. W12a:126 
1707 Will of William Bryan. W3, 2:191 
1715 Will of David Burch. W5:205 
1744 Will of Jonathan Burchall. W12a:70,l 15 
1 7 4 4  w ill of John Cox. W12a:270 
1761 Will of Thomas Cox. W12a:229 
1742 Will of William Cox. W7:138
1779 Will of John Davis. W9:346/W12a:358 
1763 Will of Robert Dickinson. W 12a:326
1731 Will of Samuel Dickinson. W6:325/7:22
1731 Will of Patience Dill. W6:243
1733 Will of Edward Dunscomb. W6:343
1710 Will of Thomas Dunscomb. W4:93,l 12
1721 Will of Thomas Dunscomb. W6:47
1755 Will of Benjamin Gibbs. W8:173
1715 Will of John Gilbert Senior. W7:134
1723 Will of John Gilbert. W6:73
1742 Will of Thomas Gilchrist. W7:135, 137
1797 Will of Peter Godfrey. W 11:182
1784 Administration of Benjamin Harriott. Adi :283
1793 Will of Benjamin Harriot. Wll: 169
1768 Will of John Harriot. W12a:126
1723 Will of Benjamin Harvey. W6:73
1744 Will of James Hill. W8:10
1813 Will of John Burgess Hill. W14:220 
1741 Will of Robert Hill. W7:120
1717 Will of Joseph Hinson. W5:225
1814 Will of Benjamin Ingham. W 14:189
1780 Will of Joseph Ingham. W10:161 
1800 Will of John Jones. W 12:145
104
1741 Will of Jerome Lake. W7: 120
1720 Will of Thomas Leaycraft. W6.30
1731 Will of John Lightboum. W6:251
1768 Will of Samuel Mills. W10:5
1707 Will of John Morris. W8:98, 102
1724 Will of John Outerbridge. W6:93
1797 Will of Jonathan Outerbridge. W11:228
1818 Will of Righton Outerbridge. W15:56
1716 Will of Hugh Paynter. W5:203
1795 Will of Richard Peniston. W12:153
1755 Will of John Phillips. W8:172/ W8:174
1805 Will of Isaac Skinner. W 12:250
1715 Will of Daniel Smith. W5:133
1737 Will of Daniel Smith. W7.136
1784 Administration of Daniel Smith. A 1:23 8
1796 Will of Daniel Smith. W12:124
1772 Will of Henry Smith. W10:346
1811 Will of Richard Gilbert Spencer. W 14:166
1810 Will of Samuel Spencer. W14:243
1828 Will of Thomas Spencer. W15:280
1779 Will of Edward Stone. W10:69
1755 Will of John Stone. W8:286
1796 Will of Samuel Stone. W ll:186
1809 Will of Richard Talbot. W13:228
1785 Administration of the Estate of Thomas Tatem. Ad2:24
1786 Administration of the Estate of Thomas Tatem. Ad2:58
1755 Will of John Taylor. W8:173
1766 Inventory of John Taylor. W8:395,396. Will of John Taylor W8:432
1786 Administration of the Estate of Michael Taylor. Ad2:75
1739 Will of John Tucker. W12b:262
1744 Will of Benjamin Tynes. W12a:l 15
1774 Will of Benjamin Tynes. W12b:310/9:170, inventory W9:168
1798 Will of Elias Tynes. W 11:220
1786 Will of Nathaniel Tynes. W 10:241
1807 Will of Nathaniel Tynes. W13:48
1806 Will of Benjamin Wade. W 14:142
1766 Inventory of Jonathan Watkins. W8:377
1774 Will of Cornelius White. W9:202
1743 Will of Joseph Williams. W12b:224
1735 Inventory of Benjamin Wright. W7:20, 16, 17.
1772 Inventory of Seth Yates. W9:10, 11
Parish Vestries
St. Marks Vestries, Smiths Parish [Microform 724])
Devonshire Parish Vestries: PV/DV/03/01; PV/DV/04/01; ANG/DV/PV1
105
Hamilton Parish Vestries: ANG/H/PV1; ANG/H/PV2 
Southampton Parish Vestries:
Collections o f the Surveyor General
Rankin Family Land, c. PWD 105/12.
Richard Gilbert Dill, c. 1826, PWD 107/10 
Nathaniel Tynes, c. 1780, PWD 107/12 
Benjamin S. Williams, c. 1837, PWD 107/16 
British Crown Land Collection
Indenture between John Joseph Harriott and Cornelius Hinson, c. 1810 
Indenture between Francis Wilson and Benjamin Tatem Wattlington, c. 1829 
BCLC 003-000-3
Colonial Office
Bermuda Naval Office Lists. CO 41/6-7 [Microform]
Bahamas Naval Office Lists. CO 23/12-13 [Microform]
Jamaica Naval Office Lists. CO 142/16-17 [Microform]
Maps 
Hurd, John
1797-1798. Bermuda Islands Hurd Survey. UK Hydrographic Office. Digital Version: 
http://www.lookbermuda.com/BermudaHurdMap/index.html
Savage Map
1897-1901. Bermuda Islands Savage Survey. Bermuda Department of Planning. Digital 
Version: http://www.bermudamaps.bm
Collection MPOl -  Prospect Lettings, c. 1937
National Museum o f Bermuda Archives 
Plan of the Dasher/Driver, c. 1796
Historical Society o f Pennsylvania 
Clifford-Pemberton Papers (MG 136)
106
Secondary Sources
Adams, J. R. ed.
1994 Buckler’s Hard: A Report on Work Carried Out During 1993 and 1994 at the 18th Century 
Shipbuilding Village o f Buckler’s Hard and Related Areas. Southampton: University of Southampton.
Bernhard, Virginia
1999 Slaves and slaveholders in Bermuda 1616-1782. University of Missouri Press, Columbia, Mo.
1899-1904 Ship Registers of the Port of Philadelphia, 1726-1775. Pennsylvania Magazine o f 
History and Biography, 23-28.
1961
Bermuda Historical Quarterly 18:2 
1946
Bermuda Historical Quarterly, 3:4, p. 104-244
1968 Reports on Bermuda by Two 18th Century Governors. Bermuda Historical Quarterly, 25:2, p. 39- 
61
Bermuda National Trust
1995 Bermuda’s Architectural Heritage: Devonshire Parish. Bermuda National Trust. Hamilton: 
Bermuda.
Bermuda National Trust
1998 Bermuda’s Architectural Heritage: St. George’s Parish. Bermuda National Trust. Hamilton: 
Bermuda.
Bermuda National Trust
1999 Bermuda’s Architectural Heritage: Sandys Parish. Bermuda National Trust. Hamilton: Bermuda. 
Bermuda National Trust
2002 Bermuda’s Architectural Heritage: Hamilton Parish. Bermuda National Trust. Hamilton: 
Bermuda.
Bermuda National Trust
2005 Bermuda’s Architectural Heritage: Smiths Parish. Bermuda National Trust. Hamilton: Bermuda. 
Brack, H. G.
2008 Art o f the Edge Tool: The Ferrous Metallurgy o f  New England Shipsmiths and Toolmakers.
Pennywheel Press.
Chapelle, Howard
1941 Boatbuilding: A Complete Handbook of Wooden Boat Construction. W. W. Norton & Company: 
New York.
Chapman, Frederik Henrik Af
2006. Architecturea Navalis Mercatoria. Dover Publishing: New York.
Deagan, Kathleen.
2004 Reconsidering Taino Social Dynamics after Spanish Conquest: Gender and Class in Culture 
Contact Studies. American Antiquity, 69.4: 597-626.
107
Erskine, Neil.
2004 The Historical Archaeology o f  the Settlement o f Pitcairn Island, 1790-1856. Doctoral Thesis, 
James Cook University.
Evans, Amanda M.
2007 Defining Jamaica Sloops: A Preliminary Model for Identifying an Abstract Concept. Journal of
Maritime Archaeology 2:83-92.
Ford, Ben
2007 Down by the Water’s Edge: Modeling Shipyard Locations in Maryland, USA. The International 
Journal of Nautical Archaeology, 36.1: 125-137
Goldenberg, Joseph A
1976 Shipbuilding in Colonial America. University Press of Virginia for the Mariner's Museum: 
Charlottesville, Virginia.
Hallett, A C.
2005 Bermuda under the Sommer Islands Company, 1612-1684, civil records. Juniperhill Press: 
Bermuda Maritime Museum Press, Bermuda.
Hallett, A C.
1991 Early Bermuda records, 1619-1826: a guide to the parish and clergy registers with some 
assessment lists and petitions. Juniperhill Press, Bermuda.
Hallett, A C.
1997 19th Century Church Registers o f  Bermuda. Juniperhill Press, Bermuda.
Hallett, C F E.
1993 Early Bermuda Wills 1629-1835. Juniperhill Press, Bermuda.
Hallett, C F E.
1989 Bermuda Index 1784-1914. Juniperhill Press, Bermuda.
Hamilton, Phillip,
2003 The making and unmaking of a Revolutionary family: the Tuckers of Virginia, 1752-1830. 
University of Virginia Press, Virginia.
Harris, Edward C.
1997. Bermuda Forts 1612-1957. Bermuda Maritime Press, Hamilton Bermuda.
Harris, Lynn & Rust, Tina.
2004 Archaeological Survey at the Pritchard Shipyard National Register Site (38CH1049). Site Survey. 
Report to the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, Charleston, from South Eastern 
Archaeology and History (SEARCH), Charleston.
Humphreys, John.
1923 Bermuda Houses. Marshall Jones Company: Boston, Massachusetts.
Jarvis, Michael.
1995 The Fastest Vessels in the World- The Origin and Evolution of the Bermuda Sloop. Bermuda 
Journal o f  Archaeology and Maritime History, 7:31-50.
Jarvis, Michael.
1998 “In the Eye o f  All Trade”: Maritime Revolution and the Transformation o f Bermudian Society, 
1612-1800. Doctoral Thesis, Department o f History, College of William and Mary.
108
Jarvis, Michael.
2002 Masters and Seafaring Slaves in Bermuda, 1680-1783. The William and Mary Quarterly, Third 
Series, (59) 3:585-622.
Jarvis, Michael.
2010 In the eye o f  all trade: Bermuda, Bermudians, and the maritime Atlantic world, 1680-1783. 
Chapel Hill: Published for the Omohundro Institute of Early American History and Culture, Williamsburg, 
Virginia, by the University of North Carolina Press.
Jones, Toby Nephi.
2004 The Mica Shipwreck: Deepwater Nautical Archaeology in the Gulf o f  Mexico. Masters Thesis, 
Department of Anthropology, Texas A&M University.
Kelso, William.
1971/1972 Shipbuilding in Virginia, 1763-1774. Records of the Columbia Historical Society, 
Washington, D.C., (71/72) 48: 1-13.
Kerr, Wilfred B.
1969 Bermuda and the American Revolution 1760-1783. Hamden (Conn.): Archon Books 
Lefroy, Major-General J. H.
1932 Memorials o f  the Bermudas. Bermuda Government Library.
McCusker, John.
1967 Colonial Tonnage Measurement: Five Philadelphia Merchant Ships as a Sample. The Journal o f  
Economic History, 27:1, 82-91.
Mercer, Julia E.
1986 Bermuda Settlers o f  the 17th Century. Genealogical Publishing Company.
Morby, Sarah.
2000 Prichard Shipyard: A Landscape Analysis of South Carolina’s Largest Colonial and Antebellum 
Shipyard. Master’s Thesis, Department of Anthropology, University of South Carolina.
Morris, Jeffery D.
2000 A Historical and Archaeological Investigation o f  the Chickahominy Shipyard Site. Master’s thesis,
Department of History, East Carolina State.
Olsberg, Nicholas
1973 Ship Registers in the South Carolina Archives, 1734-1780. South Carolina Historical Magazine, 
74: 189-299.
Orser, Charles E. Jr.
1992 Beneath the Material Surface of Things: Commodities, Artifacts, and Slave Plantations. Historical 
Archaeology 26(3):95-104.
Packwood, Cyril Outerbridge.
1975 Chained on the Rock; slavery in Bermuda. The Island Press Limited, Bermuda.
Pitt, Ken and, Damian M. Goodbum.
2003 18th- and 19th-century shipyards at the south-east entrance to the West India Docks, London. The 
International Journal o f  Nautical Archaeology, 32.2: 191-209.
Renfrew, Colin
1996 Peer Polity Interaction. In Contemporary Archaeology in Theory, edited by R. Preucel and I. 
Hodder, pp. 114-142. London, Blackwell.
109
Stammers, Michael
1999 Slipways and steamchests: the archaeology of 18th- and 19th-century wooden merchant shipyards 
in the United Kingdom. The International Journal o f  Nautical Archaeology 28.3: 253-264.
Trussell, Timothy.
2007 Pennsylvania Iron and Bermuda Sloops: How Bermuda Merchant Captains Connected an 18th- 
century Pennsylvania Iron Plantation to the Atlantic World. Bermuda Journal o f  Archaeology and 
Maritime H istory ,!: 164-184.
Watts, Gordon P. Jr.
1993. A Decade of Shipwreck Research in Bermuda. Bermuda Journal o f Archaeology and Maritime 
History, 5:12-57
Wilkinson, Henry C.
1958 The adventurers o f Bermuda; a history o f  the island from its discovery until the dissolution o f the
Somers Island Company in 1684. Oxford University Press, London.
Wilkinson, Henry C.
1973 Bermuda from Sail to Steam: the history o f  the island from 1784 to 1901. Oxford University Press,
London.
Wilkinson, Henry C.
1950 Bermuda in the Old Empire: the history o f the island from the dissolution o f  the Somers Island
Company until the end o f the American revolutionary war. Oxford University Press, London.
